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We are not born human in any but a biological sense; it is only by immersion in the 
“ocean of language and dialogue” fed by the springs of cultural tradition that we can 
learn to know ourselves and others and thus learn the ways of being human. 
-Daisaku Ikeda 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Topic and Project 
     The intent of this capstone project is the advancement of instructional pragmatics as a 
component of interlanguage pragmatic development.  More specifically, the focus is on 
operationalizing instructional pragmatics in an English as a foreign language (EFL) 
teaching and learning environment in order to enhance the pragmatic competence of adult 
English learners (ELs) when performing the expressive speech act of apologizing in 
English.  The following question best iterates this undertaking: What might an 
instructional pragmatics curriculum for adult EFL learners look like?  This curriculum 
development project is designed as a speaking skills course consisting of several lessons 
for intermediate to advanced level ELs in an EFL environment using research-based 
instructional techniques focused on improving interlanguage pragmatic competence when 
producing the expressive speech act of apologizing in English. 
Overview of the Chapter 
     In this chapter I explain my interest in the subject of pragmatics.  I also discuss my 
reason for doing a curriculum development project intended to enhance the pragmatic 
competence of adult EFL learners and in turn improve their overall communicative 
competence.  I briefly address teaching pragmatics in relation to three important 
components of pragmatics research which are Speech Act Theory, interlanguage 
pragmatics, and instructional pragmatics.  I explain some of the more conventional forms 
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of EFL instruction and how integrating pragmatics is useful.  I also briefly address what it 
means to teach pragmatics explicitly and how this is beneficial.  In addition, I include an 
explanation for how culturally relevant, collaborative learning enhances instruction.  I 
then summarize the chapter and give a brief overview of chapters two, three, and four. 
My Journey into the Realm of Pragmatics 
     I was first interested in the subject of pragmatics while taking a linguistics course for 
English teachers.  In that course I learned that pragmatics as a level of linguistics can be 
defined as the study of language in context, including any context where language is 
used.  Pragmatics goes beyond the sounds, words, or sentences which compose language.  
Pragmatics involves discourse and related speech acts and the various levels of meaning 
and perception when a speech act is delivered and received by a speaker and hearer.  In 
comparison to the other levels of linguistics, pragmatics seemed more intangible to me—
its parameters more difficult to define since the many contexts where language is used are 
so broad and varied.  Plus, in any discourse situation the number of speech acts and their 
potential meanings seems endless.  The extensiveness of pragmatics and its intersection 
with language and culture made the subject of pragmatics fascinating to me. 
     In addition, through the study of pragmatics, I became more aware of the impact that 
language choices have in our lives, and how these choices are heavily influenced by 
culture.  As a native speaker (NS) of English I realized how I take my home country 
(USA) and its cultural norms and my everyday usage of English for granted.  Through the 
lens of pragmatics, I more thoroughly appreciated the difficulty that second language 
(L2) learners have in acquiring culturally appropriate L2 linguistic forms.  The struggle to 
learn a second language with all of its linguistic and sociocultural complexities became 
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more salient to me.  And, as a language teacher, this realization was important in helping 
me develop more empathy for my students.  
A Focus on Pragmatics When Learning a Second Language 
     When a learner is acquiring their second language, the focus for teaching and learning 
is often on form and function.  This means that the L2 learner studies and learns 
numerous linguistic forms (words, phrases, sentences, grammatical structures) and is then 
offered a generalized sense of how they function in commonplace discourse situations.  
The limitation of this approach is that the context when using a language can vary 
significantly from moment to moment.  Language contexts include many factors such as 
social roles, social situations and cultural norms.  When an L2 learner does not 
understand the sociocultural norms associated with the L2, mistakes and 
misunderstandings can ensue.  These mistakes or misunderstandings are referred to as 
pragmatic failures.  For example, if an EL ignores or downplays a compliment given to 
them by a native speaker of English, they might be perceived as being impolite because 
the generalized cultural norm or expectation for responding to a compliment in English is 
to acknowledge the compliment and offer some form of thanks.  Lack of understanding 
about the sociocultural norms behind the language can cause unfortunate misperceptions 
about the L2 learner.  Conversational misunderstandings that lead to misperceptions can 
cause the learner to experience lowered confidence and self-efficacy (Bardovi-Harlig & 
Mahan-Taylor, 2003; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010).  By focusing on the pragmatics level of 
linguistics in teaching and learning, the L2 learner can gain a broader sense of target 
language (TL) form-function-context mappings, which include cultural norms and social 
rules of discourse.  Increased pragmatic knowledge will assist the L2 learner in making 
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better linguistic and more socially acceptable language choices in real time.  Making 
better choices leads to more success as a user of the language and increases the learner’s 
proficiency, confidence and self-efficacy (Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003; 
Ishihara & Cohen, 2010).  Consequently, learning about pragmatics, recognizing 
pragmatic competence as a key language skill, and acquiring pragmatic competence 
through study and practice is crucial for language learners.  Pragmatic competence 
increases their ability to successfully navigate a variety of social situations, prevent 
misunderstandings, eliminate misperceptions, and increase overall competence and 
confidence, which encourages more motivated learning and in turn leads to further L2 
development and fluency. 
A Curriculum Development Project for Learning Pragmatics 
     I have chosen to do a curriculum development project with a focus on developing 
pragmatics instruction for adult EFL learners because I feel it should be an important part 
of any EFL curriculum.  As an EFL teacher, I have noticed how learners sometimes use 
English language expressions in unusual or inappropriate ways.  I have found that it is 
difficult to explain to students why a phrase that is grammatically correct was used 
inappropriately.  I have attributed some of this difficulty to the paucity of material for 
teaching and learning pragmatics.  I realized that this lack of availability of instructional 
materials related to pragmatics created limitations for both teachers and learners.  It is my 
hope that a curriculum development project that incorporates authentic and relevant 
teaching materials for reinforcing pragmatic development will lead to more EFL 
programs that highlight the importance of pragmatics and make instructional pragmatics 
a regular curriculum component.  This curriculum development project, which employs 
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the latest instructional pragmatics techniques, specifically focuses on the teaching and 
learning of one of the most commonly used expressive speech acts, the apology.  By 
practicing the speech act of apologizing, learners will gain insight into how a common 
speech act in the L2 can be utilized effectively and appropriately in contextualized 
discourse.  Hopefully, this focus on speech acts will inspire new and improved speaking 
curriculum content in EFL learning environments. 
     The concept of speech acts is vital to the materialization of instruction in pragmatics.  
Speech Act Theory is one of three theoretical frameworks underlying the pragmatics 
curriculum in this project.  The other two frameworks are interlanguage pragmatics and 
instructional pragmatics.  In this next section I will briefly explain the basics of these 
constructs and relate them to this project. 
Speech Act Theory 
     Speech Act Theory categorizes the many ways in which discourse occurs in everyday 
speech (Cutting, 2008).  Some examples of speech acts are greetings and farewells, 
making requests, accepting or refusing requests, giving compliments and responding to 
compliments, offering apologies, giving thanks, and so on.  The number of speech acts is 
indeterminable; however, Speech Act Theory suggests that any act of speech can fall into 
a set number of categories which are defined by Searle (1976) as Representatives, 
Directives, Commissives, Declarations, and Expressives.  For the current project, the 
focus will be on the expressive speech act of apologizing.  Expressive speech acts are 
viewed as the most emotive speech acts and express a psycho-emotional state (Ronan, 
2015).  Examples of other Expressives include greeting, thanking, complaining, boasting, 
congratulating, condoling, and so on.  This curriculum project will concentrate on the 
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conventional routines and strategies for apologizing in English.  Apologies have been 
extensively researched in interlanguage pragmatics literature, so there is more reliable 
information about their general use. 
Interlanguage and Interlanguage Pragmatics 
     Interlanguage is the language that L2 learners acquire or internalize as they learn a 
second language and become more proficient in their use of the L2.  According to 
Selinker (as cited in Tarone, 2014), an L2 learner’s interlanguage is viewed as a linguistic 
system all its own that can change with experience and greater proficiency in the target 
language.  Interlanguage pragmatics examines the pragmatic abilities of the L2 learner as 
they acquire knowledge of the pragmatic norms of the L2.  Knowing how to properly 
greet a stranger, make a request to your boss, give a compliment to your classmate, or 
apologize to a co-worker for being late are all examples of situations where pragmatic 
competence is required in order to facilitate harmonious interactions.  The language that 
is used by the L2 learner in an L2 situation is an indication not only of their linguistic 
knowledge, but also their pragmatic knowledge. 
     The study of interlanguage pragmatics involves understanding pragmatic development 
as well as differences in pragmatic norms.  Interlanguage pragmatics research reveals that 
acquiring pragmatic competence in the L2 happens in stages and in conjunction with the 
acquisition of linguistic forms (Rose, 2000; Rose, 2009).  This means that more complex 
aspects of pragmatic norms are acquired as L2 fluency develops.  The research also 
shows that pragmatic norms are driven by sociocultural norms (Hinkel, 1994; Hinkel, 
1996).  Although there are universal pragmatic norms shared between languages and 
cultures, many pragmatic norms are language and culture specific or context specific and 
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must be acquired through exposure and/or instruction in the L2.  Research related to 
interlanguage pragmatics will guide this project in terms of curriculum content and 
learner development. 
Instructional Pragmatics 
    Instructional pragmatics is a component of interlanguage pragmatics and its purpose is 
the development and utilization of the most advantageous teaching methods for 
improving L2 learners’ interlanguage pragmatic competence (Ishihara, 2010; Ishihara & 
Cohen, 2010; Vellenga, 2008).  Instructional pragmatics is a relatively new field of 
endeavor; however, the current literature is encouraging because the research 
demonstrates positive outcomes in learner proficiency when teaching pragmatics as a 
core curricular component.  The latest research involving the most effective instructional 
pragmatic techniques and methodologies will be operationalized for this project (Ishihara 
& Cohen, 2010). 
     By incorporating Speech Act Theory, interlanguage pragmatics, and instructional 
pragmatics in this project, I will provide a basis for teaching pragmatics that will be 
grounded in well-defined language teaching research and pedagogy and can be imitated, 
further developed, and implemented within a typical EFL program.   
Conventional Forms of Instruction with Pragmatics 
     Based on my experience as an EFL instructor, focusing specifically on teaching 
pragmatics to EFL learners is not commonplace even though pragmatic knowledge is 
useful for language learners to acquire.  English as a foreign language is usually taught 
with a focus on pronunciation, vocabulary, and prescriptive grammar, while developing 
the productive (speaking and writing) and receptive (listening and reading) skills.  EFL 
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instruction employs a range of methodologies that support second language acquisition.  
These include approaches such as Contrastive Analysis, Noticing/Awareness, Focus on 
Form, Input/Intake, Ethnography, Controlled Practice and Negative Feedback (Vellenga, 
2008).  While applying these instruction types, the characteristic teaching and learning 
goals have been to increase language proficiency in terms of generating more intelligible 
pronunciation, utilizing more complex grammar structures, broadening lexical range, and 
raising competency levels for the receptive and productive skills.  Through research in 
pragmatics, it has become more evident that these formulae for instruction can also be 
effectively used for specifically teaching pragmatics.  For example, with Contrastive 
Analysis, pragmatic norms of the learner’s L1 and L2 can be compared and contrasted in 
the classroom in order to analyze whether norms of the L1 transfer to the L2 or interfere 
with the L2.  With the Noticing/Awareness instructional practice, teaching materials that 
augment conscious awareness about language use and context can play a strong role in 
understanding L2 pragmatic norms.  Regarding the use of Focus on Form, in pragmatics 
instruction linguistical forms can be presented within a speech acts framework including 
multiple functions within different context scenarios.  This shift would lead to a form-
function-context mapping of the L2.  The Input/Intake mode of instruction is highly 
regarded in EFL speaking lessons where providing comprehensible input is a basic 
requirement for producing uptake and acquiring intake.  By including materials and 
discussions on pragmatic norms, as well as realistic examples of language in context in 
the L2, the pragmatics input would be heightened and would lead to elevated intake of 
pragmatic understanding.  Ethnography in the classroom is associated with the 
observation and recording of language use and development.  When EFL learners are 
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pragmatics ethnographers, it is beneficial for them to journal speech act observations for 
both the L1 and L2 in order to analyze and infer how speech acts are routinized according 
to each language and culture.  Controlled Practice involves cognitive processes and 
memorization through repeated practice.  Because there are a vast number of 
conventionalized speech act routines and phrases, many of them can be learned through 
practice and memorization. Through explicit instruction in pragmatics, not only could 
speech act routines and phrases be memorized, but the related contexts in which they are 
used most frequently could be put to memory as well.  This type of instruction is useful 
especially for beginning learners.  Negative Feedback instruction involves actively 
correcting learners’ errors in order to facilitate noticing and awareness and is usually 
associated with pronunciation, grammatical formulation, or lexical accuracy; however, 
corrective feedback regarding pragmatic errors can also be provided to L2 learners in the 
classroom.  Similarly, presenting videos to learners depicting real (or realistic) 
conversations that display pragmatic failures can allow leaners to further examine 
pragmatic errors and will generate feedback in the form of classroom discussion. 
     Largely, standard EFL instruction has not included an emphasis on pragmatics and 
developing pragmatic competence (Ishihara, 2010; Kim, 2016; Lai, 2013).  The 
pragmatics component is usually a residual or secondary factor when teaching forms and 
their related functions or the reading, listening, speaking, and writing skills.  Although 
the above mentioned approaches to instruction could be utilized to teach pragmatics, this 
has not been the general situation to date.  The aim of this project is to integrate standard 
EFL teaching practices with explicit instruction and metapragmatic communication to 
promote the learning of L2 pragmatic norms. 
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Explicit Instruction 
     In many language learning environments an emphasis on implicit and/or inductive 
(“bottom up”) teaching is common because it encourages problem solving, student-
teacher and student-student interaction, and a more communicative classroom (Parrish, 
2006).  In language classrooms where communicative competence is the main objective, 
this approach is invaluable.  When teaching pragmatics, research indicates that it is also 
beneficial to include explicit and/or deductive (“top down”) teaching techniques—where 
instruction includes rich and overt metapragmatic communication (Taguchi, 2015; 
Takahashi, 2010).  Explicit instruction in pragmatics involves using detailed 
communication about the sociocultural rules and norms of the language being learned.  
Explicitly communicating the pragmatic norms associated with the L2 is shown to better 
prepare the L2 learner when faced with making pragmatic choices in the L2 (Bardovi-
Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003).  For this project, an emphasis will be on providing 
explicit explanations regarding pragmatics and speech acts during instruction in order to 
help students better understand L2 sociocultural norms and principles of discourse. 
Culturally Relevant Collaborative Learning 
     In recent years, there has been a constructive movement toward identifying and 
incorporating a culturally relevant framework into English language teaching and 
learning.  In the EFL classroom this entails recognizing and valuing the learner’s home 
culture and its sociocultural norms, especially language-related norms.  By comparing 
and contrasting the pragmatic norms of the L1 to the norms of English-speaking societies, 
learners can think openly, even critically, about the similarities and differences between 
the cultures, thereby, subjectively differentiating the norms.  Comparing the pragmatic 
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norms of the learner’s L1 to the sociocultural norms of the English-speaking world will 
add to the explicit understanding of pragmatics (Ishihara, 2006). This project will 
continue the effort to integrate relevant home culture context into the EFL curriculum by 
way of teacher-student collaborative talk, critical analysis of language usage, student 
group discussions, and purposeful languaging within the classroom.  The combination of 
explicit instruction with metapragmatic communication, culturally relevant discourse, and 
classroom collaborative talk regarding pragmatic norms will be integral to this project as 
a means of encouraging pragmatic development for adult EFL learners. 
Summary 
     In this introductory chapter, I have presented my topic: the advancement of 
instructional pragmatics as a component of interlanguage pragmatic development.  I have 
explained the central focus which is operationalizing instructional pragmatics in an EFL 
teaching and learning environment in order to enhance the pragmatic competence of adult 
ELs when performing the expressive speech act of apologizing in English.  In relation to 
this topic, I have shared my personal story of how I came to develop an interest in the 
subject of pragmatics.  I have also shared why a curriculum development project with a 
focus on teaching pragmatics is necessary for developing overall communicative 
competence for L2 learners.  I have briefly described the major research components that 
will guide the development of my project, which are pragmatics, speech act theory, 
interlanguage pragmatics, and instructional pragmatics.  I have touched on the teaching 
methodologies that will be used in the project.  I have also addressed the importance of 
including explicit instruction, culturally relevant content, and cross-cultural discussion in 
the classroom curriculum. 
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     In Chapter Two, I provide a more comprehensive review of the literature regarding 
pragmatics, Speech Act Theory, interlanguage pragmatics and pragmatic competence, 
instructional pragmatics, the adult EFL learner and the EFL teaching and learning 
environment.  For Chapter Three, I will describe my project in detail, including a 
rationale and framework for the project such as the timeline, setting, audience, and 
teaching appproaches.  In Chapter Four, I will reflect on the building and completion of 
the project and offer insights into the implications for future projects and the possible 
limitations or improvements needed when attempting similar projects. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Introduction 
     The intent of this capstone project is the advancement of instructional pragmatics as a 
component of interlanguage pragmatic development.  More specifically, the focus is on 
operationalizing instructional pragmatics in an EFL teaching and learning environment in 
order to enhance the pragmatic competence of adult EFL learners when performing the 
expressive speech act of apologizing in English.  Creating instructional pragmatics 
curriculums is a newly emerging L2 teaching endeavor.  This movement is prompted by 
research in interlanguage pragmatics showing that pragmatic competence is as crucial as 
linguistic competence in L2 proficiency (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001).  The purpose of this 
project is to develop an instructional pragmatics curriculum that is suitable for an EFL 
teaching and learning environment.  The curriculum for this project combines 
conventional teaching approaches with explicit instruction and culturally relevant 
collaborative learning.  This curriculum development project is designed as a speaking 
skills course consisting of several lessons for adult EFL learners.  The project relies on 
research-based instructional pragmatics techniques focused on improving learners’ 
interlanguage pragmatic competence and speaking performance when apologizing in 
English. 
     In this chapter I review the most current and relevant literature regarding pragmatics, 
which is a major component of the study of linguistics, and includes: Speech Act Theory 
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and expressive speech acts, especially routines and strategies for performing the 
expressive speech act of apologizing; interlanguage and interlanguage pragmatics and 
what they mean in terms of acquiring a second language;  pragmatic competence and the 
difference between pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic competence; instructional 
pragmatics and effective approaches to teaching higher level pragmatic skills; the need 
for pragmatics instruction in EFL classrooms; and the needs and goals of adult learners in 
an EFL environment.  Finally, I will provide a rationale for how research on these topics 
is relevant to the current project and how it will enhance the curriculum component of the 
project. 
Pragmatics 
          Pragmatics is language use in context.  Language cannot exist outside of its 
sociocultural context.  Language situations rely heavily on the context involved with each 
utterance whether it is written or spoken.  A working definition of pragmatics is the study 
of language meaning as it is used in context (Huang, 2014).  With this definition in mind, 
there are two parts of pragmatics, the linguistic or language portion and the context.  The 
linguistic aspect during a discourse event is the actual utterances that occur—the words 
and their semantic meanings along with grammar or syntax—while the context is the 
related environment, including any consequential factors at play during the discourse 
event, such as the people, place, culture, and time. 
     What are the theoretical components most often considered when studying pragmatics 
or language use in context?  According to Huang (2014), “The central topics of inquiry of 
pragmatics include implicature, presupposition, speech acts, deixis, and reference (p. 2).”  
For the purposes of this project, the main focus will be on speech acts which will be 
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covered more in-depth further on in this review.  In order to create a more comprehensive 
understanding of pragmatics, a brief discussion on the other four topics of inquiry is also 
required. 
Implicature 
Implicature, also called inference, involves implied meanings during discourse as 
opposed to linguistic/semantic or literal meanings.  It is often the case that the implied 
meaning of an utterance is very different and seems unrelated to the linguistic meaning 
(Huang, 2014).  For example, if A asks B “Do you want to go to the movies?” and B 
says, “I’m not feeling too good,” the answer B gave will be understood by A through its 
implied meaning, which is No, I do not want to go to the movies because I am not feeling 
well.  An in-depth analysis of implicature can be attributed to H.P. Grice (1969) who 
conceptualized the topic of implicature as it relates to meaning with the theories of 
Conversational Implicature—most meanings within conversations are inferred—as well 
as the Co-operative Principles.  The Co-operative Principles consist of four maxims for 
co-operative discourse—Quantity, Quality, Relation, and Manner.  These principles are 
considered to be the agreed upon conventions that are ideally operational during 
discourse (Cutting, 2008; Huang, 2014).  The Quantity maxim states that the amount of 
information during discourse should be proportionate to the situation—not too much, not 
too little.  The maxim of Quality says that discourse should be truthful, honest, and 
evidential.  The Relation maxim suggests that all discourse should be relevant or 
pertinent.  And the Manner maxim suggests that discourse be concise, coherent, orderly, 
and unambiguous. Obviously, these principles are not always in play during discourse 
events.  Often they are ignored, violated, or flouted.  Implicature and the Co-operative 
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Principles are based on discourse comportments that appear to be universally understood 
and function according to conversational requirements within many language and cultural 
contexts (Cutting, 2008). 
     Tied to the topic of implicature is the notion of conversational politeness.  Leech’s 
politeness maxims illustrate the compulsory role that politeness plays in discourse.  He 
attached his Politeness Principle to Grice’s Co-operative Principle to clarify the 
connection between politeness and co-operation between speakers during discourse 
(Shahrokhi & Shirani Bidabadi, 2013; Spencer-Oatey & Jiang, 2003).  Brown and 
Levinson (1987) suggest a different, broader set of politeness maxims that include 
politeness norms across cultures and the notion of face, as in positive and negative face 
and face saving strategies.  Politeness maxims in conjunction with conversational 
implicature and the co-operative principles help to conceptualize discourse in terms of 
implied meaning and as a function of human behavior beyond just uttered words. 
Presupposition 
     Presupposition comprises underlying assumptions that are taken for granted.  These 
truths do not have to be upheld as hard or concrete facts; they can depend on word 
meaning or semantics as well as personal beliefs shared by both the speaker and hearer at 
the beginning of a conversation.  The presupposed knowledge or truths act as background 
conditions during discourse (Bergmann, Currie Hall & Ross, 2007; Huang, 2014).  An 
example of presupposition is the statement, The president of the US is hard-working.  The 
presupposition trigger in this statement is the fact that the US has a president, which is 
common knowledge.  Although the rest of the sentence cannot be assumed to be common 
knowledge or truthful, it might be presupposed to be true by both the speaker and the 
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hearer depending on their beliefs, background, or experiences.  Presupposition operates at 
a subconscious level during discourse and emerges as common knowledge or basic truths 
that both the speaker and hearer agree upon without the requirement of having to overtly 
discuss them. 
Deixis  
     Deixis examines language use in relation to the time, place, and speaker of an 
utterance.  Deictic expressions point to the thing that they are referring to (almost literally 
in some cases as in when we point at a thing and say, That over there!), although they do 
not inherently refer to anything specific (Bergmann et al., 2007; Cutting, 2008; Huang, 
2014).  Spatial deictic expressions use words such as here and there. Temporal deictic 
expressions, or time deixis, consist of words such as now, then, and later.  Personal deixis 
uses pronouns such as we, you, and they.  Deictic expressions are context dependent 
because without contextual knowledge the expressions would have limited meaning.  She 
is there now is an example of a deictic expression that would be confusing without 
appropriate context.  Although not expressed in the same way, deixis is universal across 
languages because all languages include reference to time, space, and person (Huang, 
2014). 
Reference 
     Reference in pragmatics corresponds to how individual words or phrases refer to 
entities, such as people, objects, or ideas, within a conversation or text (Cutting, 2008; 
Huang, 2014).  Everything that can be spoken of or communicated about has a potential 
referential expression.  Referential expressions include everything from proper names 
and common nouns to descriptive noun phrases, as well as verbs to describe actions 
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(Huang, 2014).  Referencing is semantic as it entails the use of words or phrases that 
describe things and provide meaning.  It is also pragmatic because when referring to 
people, objects, or ideas, contextual factors influence meaning and shape discourse.  
Referents can be either exophoric or endophoric.  Exophoric referents are expressions 
that have not been previously referred to in the discourse event while endophoric 
referents refer back to entities that were previously mentioned.  A simple example of 
exophoric/endophoric referencing is, The man petted the dog.  It bit him.  In the latter 
sentence the endophoric pronouns it and him refer to the dog and the man in the former 
sentence, which uses exophoric referents.  Referencing not only creates meaning in 
discourse through mutually understood words and phrases, it also causes discourse to be 
more efficient and cohesive through the use of substitutes like pronouns (Cutting, 2008).  
Referencing is a pragmatic concern because referents used in discourse rely not only on 
semantic meaning but also on related context. 
Speech Acts 
     Speech acts are an integral part of the exploration of pragmatics.  Speech acts can be 
defined as utterances or a string of utterances (the uttering of a string of morphemes, 
words, or sentences) that consist of a propositional meaning or locutionary act, an 
illocutionary force, and a perlocutionary force.  The propositional meaning of a speech 
act is its linguistical or literal meaning.  The illocutionary force is the speaker’s implied 
meaning of the utterance—the speaker’s meaning as it relates to their state of mind and 
the context.  The perlocutionary force of a speech act is the end result or effect on the 
hearer in response to the speaker (Holtgraves, 2007; Huang, 2014; Intachakra, 2004; 
Searle, 1976).  For example, the propositional meaning of the statement “I’m cold” 
26 
 
indicates that the person making the statement is in the state of feeling cold.  The 
illocutionary force of this utterance could imply that the speaker wants the window 
closed or the heat turned up.  The perlocutionary force might result in the hearer closing 
the window or turning up the heat. 
     Unsurprisingly, there are many different types of speech acts and generalizations 
about their nature, usage, and effect are long debated.  According to Searle (1976), 
speech acts can be categorized according to their illocutionary force or the intended 
meaning that the speaker tries to convey.  Searle created five categories of speech acts 
which are briefly explained below. 
     Representatives.  The first category is any act of speech that commits the speaker to 
stating the truth or a fact and is referred to as a Representative.  For instance, a statement 
such as The sky is blue acts as a true-false statement and represents a truth as viewed by 
the speaker. Utterances that assert, suggest, conclude, or describe something are 
examples of Representatives. 
     Directives.  The second category in Searle’s taxonomy is Directives, which are speech 
acts that get the hearer to do something.  With a directive, the speaker is attempting to get 
the world to fit their words.  Commanding, advising, and challenging are some examples 
of Directives.   
     Commissives. Commissives are the third category of speech acts and they are defined 
as speaker utterances that commit to a future action such as making a promise to the 
hearer.  Pledging, vowing, threatening, or making an offer are also considered 
Commissives. 
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     Declarations. The fourth category of speech acts is Declarations.  A declaration is an 
utterance that changes or alters the condition of something.  Often declarations are 
associated with authority or institutions.  Operative statements such as You’re guilty! and 
I proclaim you husband and wife are declarative speech acts.  Hiring, firing, or resigning 
from a job, marrying, naming a newborn baby, or christening a boat are all instances of 
declarations. 
     Expressives.  The fifth category of speech acts according to Searle is Expressives.  
Expressive speech acts are utterances that express a psychological state of being.  The 
psycho-emotional state of the speaker is what drives the expressive utterance.  The need 
to make amends, express regret, apologize for a mistake, show gratitude, greet or 
welcome someone, or congratulate a hearer on a job well done are examples of 
conditions that prompt expressive speech acts. 
     The expressive speech act of apologizing is one focus of the pragmatics lessons for 
this project and will be explained in more detail further on in this review.  At this time it 
is important to discuss what it means when a speech act is not direct and its intended 
meaning is ambiguous. 
Indirect Speech Acts 
     In almost all languages there are three basic sentence types: declaratives, 
interrogatives, and imperatives.  A declarative sentence structure is generally associated 
with the intended meaning (illocutionary force) of asserting or stating something.  An 
interrogative is associated with questioning or searching for a fact.  An imperative has the 
force of ordering or requesting.  When the sentence type matches the illocutionary force 
or intended meaning, then it is considered to be a direct speech act.  When the sentence 
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type does not match the illocutionary force, it is considered to be an indirect speech act 
(Cutting, 2008; Huang, 2014; Searle, 1976).  For example, the question Did you clean up 
your room? is a yes-no interrogative and in its most direct form would be considered a 
representative speech act that could be answered with a representative statement of fact, 
as in Yes, in fact, I did clean up my room.  However, if a parent were to direct this 
question to their child, would the intended meaning or illocutionary force be a 
representative or a directive?  Might this question actually be a directive to clean up your 
room?  Does the parent already know the room is not cleaned up and is indirectly 
commanding the child to clean their room?  What if the parent were to use the indirect, 
nonconventional, Your room is such a mess!  On the surface this exclamatory statement 
may be acting as a representative speech act, but indirectly it may be acting as a directive 
to clean the room.  For L2 learners, the use of indirect speech in the L2 is generally more 
difficult to comprehend and control because it necessitates analyzing context and 
understanding sociocultural norms along with linguistic rules.  Understanding how to 
recognize a question in the L2 is simpler than understanding a question that is intended to 
be a directive or command.  In order to understand indirect speech it is necessary to 
recognize contextual factors associated with the speech act and acclimate to the way that 
conventionally and nonconventionally indirect speech acts are used in the L2 (Aubrecht, 
2013; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Yu, 1999;).  Developing this kind of knowledge 
can be done by learning about the target language through its sociocultural context which 
entails studying the social rules and cultural norms associated with the language. The 
complex nature of indirect speech confirms the importance of explicitly teaching 
pragmatics and speech acts in the EFL classroom. 
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Context and Speech Acts 
     Pragmatics is the study of language in context and speech acts are a basic component 
of pragmatics, but what are the contextual factors that influence the intended meanings of 
speech acts and determine whether the use of a speech act is appropriate?  Contextual 
factors range from the micro-social to the macro-social and are based on the individual, 
society, and culture associated with the language.  According to Blum-Kulka and 
Olshtain,  
…the realization of speech acts in context may stem from at least three different 
types of variability: (a) intracultural, situational variability; (b) cross-cultural 
variability; (c) individual variability.  Thus, there might be systematic differences 
in the realization patterns of speech acts, depending on social constraints 
embedded in the situation. For example, requests addressed to superiors might 
tend, in a given culture, to be phrased in less direct terms than requests addressed 
to social inferiors, or vice versa. On another dimension, within the same set of 
social constraints, members of one culture might tend to express a request more or 
less directly than members of another culture. Finally, individuals within the same 
society might differ in their speech act realization patterns, depending on personal 
variables such as sex, age, or level of education (1984, p. 197). 
The main contextual factors, or variability, that affect the performance of a speech act are 
found to be universal and can influence speech act behavior in any language.  Some of 
these factors are 1) social status—the relative status of the both the speaker and the 
hearer; 2) social distance—the speaker and hearer’s familiarity to each other; 3) gender; 
4) age; 5) the intensity or seriousness of the situation; 6) the purpose of the speech event; 
30 
 
7) the amount of time allowed for the interaction; and 8) the setting or location where the 
speech event takes place (Hinkel, 2006, 2014; Ishihara, 2006; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010).  
Teaching the appropriate use of speech acts in the L2 requires knowledge about the 
sociocultural contextual factors related to the target language.  For this project, it will be 
crucial to incorporate explicit instruction regarding context and speech act performance 
in English.  Moreover, classroom discussion comparing and contrasting the most salient 
sociocultural factors in connection with offering apologies in the L1 and L2 will be part 
of the teaching pedagogy of this project. 
Apologizing as an Expressive Speech Act 
     In English-speaking countries, it is customary to say Excuse me, Pardon me, or I’m 
sorry when bumping into another person in a public place; however, in some societies 
around the world this type of spoken gesture may not always be required.  If an EL in an 
English-speaking domain neglects to apologize when it is customary to do so, they might 
be viewed as rude by native English speakers.  This scenario is an example of how 
neglecting to perform a speech act—not apologizing—in an L2 environment can impact 
the learner’s experience in that culture.  For learners, understanding when and how to 
make an apology is important when using the target language. 
     There are many reasons that a speaker may want to utter an apology to a hearer.  
Through the study of pragmatics and discourse analysis, it is possible to develop a better 
understanding about what prompts a speaker of any language to apologize for something 
and how speakers express those apologies through linguistic routines or strategies.  Many 
studies have been done on the act of apologizing.  According to the Pragmatics and 
Speech Acts Bibliography on The Center for Advanced Research on Language 
31 
 
Acquisition website (CARLA, 2018), the number of research articles recorded for 
apologies is higher than for most other speech acts.  Apologies are also found to be one of 
the most commonly used acts of speech in everyday life (Cheng, 2017; Intachakra, 2004).  
For this review, what defines an apology and how apologies are routinely performed in 
English and other languages will be considered. 
     An apology is a speech act or discourse event used to remediate or rectify a situation 
where the speaker has committed some sort of wrong to the hearer.  An apology is 
usually a post-event act, meaning it occurs after the violation of a social norm has taken 
place (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984).  An apology can be used to state that the speaker 
is sorry, explain what happened, make a repair for the offense, and/or make a promise of 
non-recurrence.  An apology has the social function of helping the speaker stay on good 
terms with the hearer and maintain harmony in the relationship.  Apologizing is a sort of 
peace offering that sends the message that the speaker is sorry for the wrongdoing, can 
account for the mistake, and will not do it again (Cheng, 2017; Intachakra, 2004; Kondo, 
2010; Martinez-Flor, 2016; Martinez-Flor & Beltran-Palanques, 2014; Wyatt, 2014). 
     Apologies are also connected to concepts of politeness and are viewed according to 
politeness theories as face-saving devices.  Offering an apology is a positive and negative 
face-saving strategy because an apology is a face-threatening act (FTA) for both the 
speaker and hearer.  Positive face is the desire to be part of a group whereas negative face 
is the desire to be independent and/or not be imposed upon.  Making a sociocultural faux 
pas can cause loss of positive face for the speaker, thereby prompting an apology in order 
to save face.  An appropriate apology remediates the loss of positive face and brings the 
speaker/apologizer back into good graces.  For the hearer/receiver of an apology, the 
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apology situation can be a FTA causing loss of negative face because the mistake made 
by the speaker causes an imposition to the hearer.  Through the act of apologizing, the 
hearer regains negative face and, ideally, no longer feels imposed upon or 
inconvenienced by the speaker (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Cheng, 2017; Intachakra, 
2004; Kondo, 2010; Martinez-Flor & Beltran-Palanques, 2014). 
     According to Cohen, Olshtain & Rosenstein (1986) the semantic formulae or 
strategies for offering an apology are predictable and common across languages and 
cultures.  An apology routine follows a certain pattern and depending on contextual 
factors can be shorter or longer in length.  The speech act set for apologies follows five 
possible routines. 
1. An expression of an apology—when the speaker/apologizer says something like 
I’m sorry, so sorry, I apologize, excuse me, or forgive me.  This routine includes 
an Illocutionary Force Indicating Device (IFID) such as the words sorry, 
apologize, excuse, forgive, or pardon. 
2. Acknowledgement of responsibility—when the speaker/apologizer recognizes 
that they have made a mistake and acknowledges that it is their fault.  This can be 
phrased in different ways, but the basic meaning is I caused that thing to 
happen—it was my fault. 
3. An explanation or account—when the speaker/apologizer gives an explanation as 
to why or how the mistake was committed and is used as an indirect way of 
apologizing for the act.  An example might be I didn’t see you there (after 
bumping into someone) or My car wouldn’t start (after arriving late to an event).  
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4. An offer of repair—when the speaker/apologizer offers to carry out some sort of 
action to repair the situation or compensate for damages.  This routine or strategy 
is usually only used when there is actual damage.  An example of this routine 
might be, How can I make it up to you? 
5. A promise of non-recurrence—when the speaker/apologizer commits to not 
letting the mistake happen again.  For example, if a coworker were to pick up a 
colleague late and cause them both to be late for work, then the apologizer might 
say, Tomorrow I’ll be on time, I promise!  This type of routine is not as frequently 
used as the other routines and is more situation specific (Cohen, et al., 1986; 
Intachakra, 2004; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Kondo, 2010; Valipour & Jadidi, 
2015; Wyatt, 2014;).   
Not every routine is used in all apology situations.  Depending on the contextual factors 
involved, maybe, only one short routine is used or in more damaging situations a 
combination of routines might be called for (Cohen, et al., 1986; Ishihara & Cohen, 
2010). 
     In English and other languages, there are additional strategies for apologizing which 
are used as a means of intensifying the apology sequence.  These intensifiers include such 
features as expressing self-deficiency as in I’m so forgetful; explicitly blaming the self as 
in I’m such a dummy!; the use of adverbials such as really and very as in I’m really sorry 
and I’m very sorry; repeating multiple intensifiers such as I’m so very, very sorry; 
expressing explicit concern for the listener as in Are you okay?; and using multiple 
intensifying strategies such as I’m so sorry! Are you alright? I’m really sorry.  Finally, 
one other possible strategy is that in the face of an apology, the apologizer denies any 
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fault or wrongdoing, thereby, possibly rejecting the need for an apology (Blum-Kulka & 
Olshtain, 1984; Cohen, et al, 1986; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010). 
     As can be seen, there is much to be considered when examining the appropriate way 
to apologize in a language.  The fact that there are many possible routines to choose from 
when making apologies, validates the need for teaching this speech act in an explicit way 
in the EFL classroom.  Understanding apology routines and relating them to possible 
contextual variables is required in order to make appropriate language choices during the 
act of making an apology in the L2.  In the next section we will consider what it means to 
acquire the knowledge needed to make appropriate language choices in the target 
language and specifically the pragmatic interlanguage of the L2 learner. 
Interlanguage 
     In order to better understand language learners and improve teaching pedagogy, such 
as the pedagogy for teaching and learning pragmatics, it is necessary to understand 
important theories regarding the mechanisms at work as learners acquire their L2.  One 
mechanism is the interlanguage of the L2 learner, which can be described as the learner’s 
internalized knowledge of the target language.  The interlanguage is the internal linguistic 
system that underlies the learner’s knowledge of the L2.  This linguistic system is viewed 
as a system within its own right.  It is believed to operate separately from the L1 and is 
compartmentalized as a discrete language within the cognitive framework of the 
individual L2 learner (Bardovi-Harlig, 2014; Tarone, 2014).  The interlanguage reflects 
the accumulated knowledge that the learner has acquired about the L2 and it 
approximates the language norms of the target language as they are understood by native 
speakers.  Generally speaking, as an L2 learner progresses in language proficiency and 
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competence in the TL, the interlanguage of the learner resembles more and more the 
native speaker norms of the TL.  Establishing how interlanguage develops in L2 learners 
is crucial for creating teaching methodologies that are synchronous to developmental 
needs.  This includes the pragmatic interlanguage of the learner. 
Interlanguage Pragmatics 
     Interlanguage pragmatics is the study of how pragmatic knowledge is expressed in the 
interlanguage of L2 learners.  It is focused on the L2 learners’ understanding and use of 
the L2 in relation to L2 sociocultural norms.  It further considers how the development of 
the L2 learner’s interlanguage at the pragmatic level changes, either converging or 
diverging from native speaker norms (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999, 2014).  The study of 
interlanguage pragmatics aims to discover “how interlanguage development interacts 
with and underpins L2 pragmatic development” (Bardovi-Harlig, 2014, pp. 135-136).  
Studies in interlanguage pragmatics include evaluating the pragmatic norms associated 
with language use and observing these norms as they are expressed by L1 and L2 users of 
language.  For example, Hinkel (1996) found that proficient non-native speakers (NNS) 
of English could recognize pragmatically appropriate norms in English as well as NS; 
however, they were not as able or willing to apply those norms in real life contexts.  This 
suggests that the pragmatic interlanguage of the NNS reached a NS level of 
understanding, but did not always transfer into pragmatic ability.  Bardovi-Harlig & 
Dornyei (1998) found that EFL students and teachers in Italy and Hungary recognized 
grammatical errors in English as much or more than NS of English, and they recognized 
them more frequently than pragmatic errors.  They also viewed the grammatical errors as 
more serious than the pragmatic errors compared to NS.  This study suggests that even 
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proficient L2 learners may not recognize the significance of pragmatically inappropriate 
behaviors in the L2.  These inquiries identify how the pragmatic interlanguage of the L2 
learner does not always match NS expectations and indicates how this could be 
problematic when communicating in the L2.  For this reason, explicitly teaching 
pragmatics would be beneficial to all learners. 
     Interlanguage development comprises both linguistic development and pragmatic 
understanding.  When these two aspects of interlanguage develop in relation to each 
other, this creates communicative competence, including pragmatic competence, which is 
what will be discussed in this next section. 
Pragmatic Competence 
     Pragmatic competence lies in how closely the pragmatic interlanguage of the L2 
learner approximates target language norms.  Pragmatic competence in a second language 
can be defined as the convergence of the L2 learner’s pragmatic knowledge and skills 
with the accepted sociocultural norms associated with the target language.  Developing 
pragmatic competence in the L2 involves acquiring both linguistic knowledge as well as 
cultural understanding.  According to Hinkel (2014), “In language learning and usage, 
pragmatic and cultural competence are closely related (p. 399).”  The pragmatic 
competence of the L2 learner is demonstrated in how well they are able to freely act or 
respond in a linguistically appropriate way in a wide variety of language-related 
situations in the L2 environment (Chang, 2011; Ishihara, 2006, 2010; Yu, 1999).  
Learning, comprehending, and demonstrating the appropriate routines and behaviors for a 
variety of speech acts leads to advancement in pragmatic competence.  Developing 
pragmatic competence in EFL learners is central to this capstone project.  In order to 
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create a pedagogical system to improve pragmatic competence, it is important to 
recognize its two components.  Pragmatic competence can be divided into two parts: 
pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic competence.      
     Pragmalinguistic Competence.  Pragmalinguistic competence is the ability to use 
linguistic resources to act or respond in a linguistically appropriate way during a speech 
act (Chang, 2011; Ishihara, 2006; Taguchi, 2018; Yan & Zhuang, 2010).  When an L2 
learner is able to access a variety of linguistic expressions and use them appropriately, 
pragmalinguistic competence is shown.  In contrast, understanding a discourse situation 
and sensing the appropriate way to respond, but not having access to a sufficient number 
of linguistic expressions could create pragmatic failure at the pragmalinguistic level.  In 
this regard, linguistic development assists with pragmatic competence. 
     Sociopragmatic Competence.  Sociopragmatic competence is the verbal and non-
verbal communicative behavior surrounding a speech act.  Competence at this level is 
represented by a reasonable understanding of the prevailing cultural norms associated 
with the L2.  It also includes understanding contextual factors such as age, gender, social 
status, social role, and distance in relation to L2 social norms (Chang, 2011; Ishihara, 
2006; Taguchi, 2018; Yan & Zhuang, 2010).  One example of sociopragmatic 
competence involves the use of backchanneling, which requires that hearers provide 
speakers with feedback indicating that they are listening.  In English, it might mean 
repeating words or phrases such as yeah or uh huh.  The proper use of backchanneling 
indicates language competence at the sociopragmatic level (Ishihara & Cohen, 2010). 
     Developing pragmatic competence—both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic—
requires the acquisition of linguistic skills along with social skills in the L2 environment.  
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The sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic competence of the L2 learner is generally 
measured by way of real life conversations in authentic contexts and the relative number 
of successful interactions made by the L2 learner.  Studies in pragmatic competence 
suggest that the development of pragmalinguistic skills and sociopragmatic skills are 
interrelated and will develop correspondingly as long as there is sufficient input/intake 
regarding linguistic forms and sociocultural norms (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; 
Chang, 2010, 2011; Hinkel, 1996; Kasper, 2001; Padilla Cruz, 2013).  In the EFL 
teaching and learning environment there is a tendency to focus on grammatical and 
lexical learning over sociocultural norms.  This tendency creates a greater need for 
instruction in sociopragmatic skills in order to improve overall pragmatic competence 
(Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Ishihara, 2006, 2010; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Vallenga, 2008).  
The scarcity of instruction regarding pragmatics in EFL settings and the necessity to learn 
pragmatic norms in conjunction with linguistic forms further validates the reasoning for 
creating a teaching curriculum focused on pragmatics and speech acts.  This type of 
curriculum is best described as instructional pragmatics. 
Instructional Pragmatics 
     Interlanguage development, pragmatic and sociocultural norms, and pragmatic 
competence are examined together out of a need to understand more completely the 
factors that contribute to pragmatic failure on the part of L2 learners.  The desire to 
realize how pragmatic failure can be overcome, and assist L2 learners with improving 
their overall language competence, has led to the creation of a pedagogy for teaching and 
learning pragmatics.  This pedagogy is referred to as instructional pragmatics (Ishihara, 
2006, 2010; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Vellenga, 2008). 
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     Even L2 learners with a high level of grammatical ability can experience 
pragmatically faulty interactions or misunderstandings.  The fact that many pragmatic 
norms positively transfer from L1 to L2 does not guarantee that L2 learners will achieve 
sufficient pragmatic competence in the L2.  In addition, L2 learners who are immersed in 
the L2 environment may not always acquire pragmatic abilities in line with native 
speakers (Bardovi-Harlig & Griffin, 2005; Halenko & Jones, 2011; Taguchi, 2018).  It is 
evident that the amount of input a learner is exposed to in the L2 positively impacts the 
acquisition of L2 norms.  According to Schmidt’s cognitive theory of noticing, attention, 
and awareness (the noticing hypothesis), the act of noticing a linguistic element in the L2 
via input is the first step toward acquisition of that element (Alcon Soler, 2008; Ishihara 
& Cohen, 2010).  Although noticing does not automatically equate to acquisition, it does 
contribute to the process.  Once a learner has noticed something about the L2, the next 
step is to pay attention to that element in a conscious way; eventually bringing one’s 
attention to total awareness of the element, and then retaining or acquiring that element to 
be utilized and demonstrated toward increased competence (Bu, 2012; Ishihara & Cohen, 
2010; Rose, 2005; Takahashi, 2010).  The goal of instructional pragmatics is to assist this 
cognitive process of noticing, paying attention to, and bringing awareness to the 
pragmatic norms of the L2 in order to increase the learner’s pragmatic knowledge and 
competency (Alcon Soler, 2008; Ishihara, 2010; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010).  
     Pragmatic competence is an important part of overall communicative competence; 
however, the most beneficial means for achieving high level pragmatic skills is not 
clearly established.  A range of early studies demonstrated that grammatical awareness 
often preceded pragmatic awareness and the reason for this difference in development 
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was not always apparent (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999).  However, additional research suggests 
that this difference in development is the result of two interacting components, (1) a lack 
of immersion or experience with the L2 culture or society and (2) instruction that focuses 
on linguistical forms over cultural competence (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Kasper, 
2001; Rose, 2005).  Therefore, in order to develop pragmatic proficiency, the L2 learner 
would need (1) immersion and direct experience in the L2 culture and/or (2) direct 
instruction regarding sociocultural norms.  Essentially, like other language skills, 
meaningful input for pragmatics should be in the form of experience in society and/or 
instruction in the classroom (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; 
Bardovi-Harlig & Vellenga, 2012; Halenko & Jones, 2011; Hinkel, 2014; Ishihara, 2006; 
Kasper & Schmidt, 1996; Rose, 2005).  Having both cultural immersion and direct 
instruction would be ideal; however, having both is not possible for all language learners, 
especially EFL learners since they are studying a foreign language in their non-English-
speaking home environment.  This dilemma makes evident why direct instruction in 
pragmatics is crucial in the EFL environment—without it, an important linguistic 
component is, in effect, absent from view for EFL learners. 
Exposure versus Instruction 
     Although it is possible for an L2 learner to develop pragmatic competence over an 
extended period of time through regular exposure and interaction in the L2 environment, 
the realization of that learning appears to be somewhat unpredictable.  A fundamental 
question in the field of interlanguage pragmatics is whether L2 pragmatic norms are best 
learned via real life exposure or through instruction (Rose, 2005; Taguchi, 2018).  The 
answer to this question appears to be that instruction for learning pragmatic norms is very 
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useful to all L2 learners whether they are learning the L2 as a second language (ESL) or a 
foreign language (EFL).  In the ESL environment, formal instruction in pragmatics can 
enhance real life exposure for the ESL learner and improve pragmatic competence in 
everyday interactions (Bardovi-Harlig & Vellenga, 2012; Halenko & Jones, 2011).  In the 
EFL environment, formal instruction in pragmatics elucidates L2 pragmatic norms and 
heightens awareness for the EFL learner which leads to a more thorough understanding 
of the target language (Bu, 2012; Chang, 2010, 2011; Martinez-Flor, 2016; Rose, 2000, 
2005, 2009).   
     If instruction assists in the development of pragmatic understanding and ability in both 
the ESL and EFL environments, the question remains regarding the best type of 
instruction.  The two styles of instruction in pragmatics most often researched in terms of 
effectiveness are implicit and explicit instruction (Taguchi, 2015). 
Implicit and Explicit Instruction 
     Instruction in pragmatics that is implicit does not require overt discussion about the 
rules and norms associated with pragmatically appropriate behavior (Glaser, 2013; 
Ishihara, 2010).  Implicit instruction is created by providing classroom materials with 
guidance that allow learners to draw their own conclusions about pragmatic elements.  
This form of pragmatics instruction is in contrast to explicit instruction which requires 
explaining or metacommunicating about pragmatics and sociocultural norms and is 
referred to as metapragmatic communication (Taguchi, 2015).  Explicit instruction in 
pragmatics entails directly explaining the pragmatic elements found in the educational 
materials related to the target language (Bu, 2012; Ishihara, 2010; Rose, 2005; Taguchi, 
2015).  Studies suggest that in both ESL and EFL environments implicit and explicit 
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instruction in pragmatics have a constructive effect on the development of pragmatic 
competence (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Taguchi, 2015).  However, much of the research 
suggests that explicit instruction has a more significant, longer-lasting effect than implicit 
instruction (Taguchi, 2015).   
     In a study done in the UK by Halenko and Jones (2011), the experimental group of 
Chinese ESL students who were given six hours of explicit instruction on the use of 
request strategies showed considerable improvement in their pragmatic understanding on 
a post-test compared to the Chinese ESL students who received no instruction.  This 
study demonstrates that even though both groups of learners were exposed to the English 
language environment on a daily basis, instruction can make a difference and accelerate 
the use of more pragmatically accurate language.  Despite the immediate outcome, it 
should be noted that later in the study the experimental group showed very little 
improvement on the delayed test given several weeks after instruction.  However, based 
on a comparison of other similar studies, the researchers surmised that this was mainly an 
indication that explicit instruction must be sustained over the long term in order to create 
long-term understanding.  Ultimately, the results of this study signify that on-going 
explicit instruction in pragmatics is beneficial to learners and suggests that exposure 
along with instruction can increase comprehension and ability. 
     In a study done in China with Chinese EFL learners (Bu, 2012), three groups were 
used to determine the effects of both implicit and explicit instruction on the development 
of pragmatic competence.  The first group of learners received explicit instructions which 
consisted of reviewing NS-NS role play samples and then given detailed metapragmatic 
information on the pragmatic norms of making suggestions in English; the second group 
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of learners was given implicit instructions on making suggestions which consisted of 
having them notice any differences between the NS-NS role play samples and their own 
role play inventions; the third group was given no instructions—they were only allowed 
to review the NS-NS role play samples and then answer a short set of comprehension 
questions.  Each group was given a pre- and post-test for the treatment period. 
     The study showed that students who received explicit instruction surpassed those who 
received implicit instruction or no instruction.  The learners in the first group who were 
given explicit metapragmatic information demonstrated the most improvement overall on 
the post-test.  The learners given implicit instruction also showed noticeable 
improvement even though the improvement was not as high as the explicit instruction 
group.  The control group of students who received no instruction in this study showed 
very little improvement in pragmatic understanding from the pre-test to the post-test.  
Overall, this study suggests that direct instruction is beneficial to L2 learners’ level of 
pragmatic competence and explicit instruction provides more focused learning and better 
results. 
     These studies suggest that instruction in pragmatics is advantageous for learners in 
both the ESL and EFL environment, especially explicit instruction with metapragmatic 
content (Bu, 2012; Halenko & Jones, 2011; Taguchi, 2015).  Although it is helpful to 
know that instruction in pragmatics is both valuable and necessary, it is not as easy to 
know how it can be implemented in the typical classroom setting.  Teaching and learning 
environments may vary in their acceptance and incorporation of instructional pragmatics.  
The typical language program or classroom environment may not easily accommodate a 
new component like pragmatics instruction; however, the research indicates that adding 
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this component might be beneficial.  In the next section I will describe common elements 
in the EFL teaching and learning environment as well as some common traits of EFL 
learners.  I will also discuss the means for incorporating instructional pragmatics into an 
EFL curriculum, and establish how that can lead to improved outcomes for 
communicative competence for EFL learners in the EFL classroom. 
The EFL Environment and Learner 
     At the start of the 21st century an estimated 1.5 billion people were users of English 
and about 75 percent of them used English as a second language.  It is predicted that by 
the year 2020 as many as 2 billion people will be using English as a first or second 
language with the vast majority of them being second language users (Pakir, 1999; The 
British Council, 2013).  In a large number of discourse situations, English speakers are 
using English as a lingua franca (ELF) in non-English speaking contexts (Celce-Murcia, 
2014; Illes & Akcan, 2017).  In all probability, many of these L2 English users first 
studied English as a foreign language in their home country.  The characteristics of 
learning a foreign language in a learner’s country of origin are dissimilar from learning a 
second language within the L2 native speaking society (Gilmore, 2007; Illes & Akcan, 
2017; Taguchi, 2008, 2018).  This discussion focuses on learners of English who are 
studying in their home countries, and examines a typical English language teaching and 
learning environment in these non-English speaking countries. 
     Studying English as a foreign language entails learning English primarily in a 
classroom setting that is not encompassed by an English language society.  Often the 
English teacher in the EFL setting is a NNS of English and the language program is part 
of a larger non-English speaking educational context such as a middle school, high 
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school, college, or private language school (Moussu & Llurda, 2008; Rao & Yuan, 2016; 
Urgilés & Villacreces, 2017).  Students in an EFL setting may have the same first 
language and culture.  They are usually studying English as part of a larger curriculum, 
not necessarily as the core curriculum, unless they are English majors at the college or 
university level (Eyring, 2014; Kim, 2016; Lai, 2013; Rao & Yuan, 2016).  Today, for 
the majority of young EFL learners, studying English is compulsory.  Many nations 
around the world require young students to begin studying English as early as third grade 
and continue studying until matriculation from secondary school and into college or 
university (Asassfeh, Khwaileh, Al-Shaboul, & Alshboul, 2012; Eurostat, 2017; Lai, 
2013; Rao & Yuan, 2016).  In addition, they are often required to take high-stakes 
standardized tests to evaluate their English skills (Eyring, 2014; Kim, 2014).  Many adult 
learners tend to be users of English for work purposes and their goal is to improve their 
conversation skills at the job (Eyring, 2014; Taguchi, 2018).  If the learner is an EFL 
teacher in their home country, they may need to attend continuing education classes in 
English as part of their teaching requirements (Moussu & Llurda, 2008).  English learners 
in their home countries have a variety of reasons for studying and improving their 
English language skills.  Many of those reasons are practical or instrumental to improving 
their lives in terms of educational goals and career advancement (Chen, 2017; Eyring, 
2014). 
     Although many students of English travel abroad to English-speaking countries in 
order to improve their language skills (Taguchi, 2018; The British Council, 2013), there 
are many who are unable to do that.  Those who cannot afford to travel abroad must 
continue their study of English within their home country where there may be a lack of 
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real life exposure to English.  Still, traveling abroad, despite a great deal of exposure to 
the target culture and language, is not necessarily a guarantee of language improvement, 
including pragmatic competence.  Studies involving English learners in the study-abroad 
context show that it is not whether a learner has been living in an English-speaking 
environment that determines their level of pragmatic competence or how long they have 
lived in that environment.  It is the amount of time learners spend interacting with others 
and using English consistently that is a greater determiner of pragmatic improvement 
(Taguchi, 2008, 2018).  Language can be learned as long as there is interaction between 
interlocutors.  The amount of language acquired by the L2 learner depends not only on 
the learning context, but the quantity and quality of language-related interactions.  
According to Taguchi (2018), interactional competence is viewed as a “socially co-
constructed phenomenon” (p. 126).  The key to pragmatic competence is the level of 
interaction that ELs engage in whether it is in the ESL or EFL environment.  For students 
who are unable to travel abroad and experience English-speaking domains first hand, it is 
encouraging to know that they can still accomplish pragmatic competence within their 
home culture setting by way of classroom instruction. 
     Because EFL students often do not have much opportunity to learn or practice English 
outside of the classroom, classroom interactions, course materials, and homework 
assignments must be relevant, engaging, and authentic (Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 
2003; Gilmore, 2007; Krulatz, 2014).  As Taguchi states: 
Hence, it seems that learners in a FL environment are not necessarily 
disadvantaged in pragmatic development; pragmatic comprehension develops 
naturally in domestic, formal classroom settings that afford limited opportunity 
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for input, communicative practice, and pragmatic awareness, as long as the 
context affords sufficient resources for such development (2008, p. 443). 
Although EFL learners lack much opportunity to interact with NS of English, it does not 
mean that they cannot achieve both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic competence in 
line with ESL learners and native speakers (Taguchi, 2008).  By identifying speech acts 
and reviewing speech act strategies and routines that are typical within the target 
language community, and with the aid of materials (e.g. videos, video transcriptions, and 
texts) that are realistic and compelling, the EFL classroom can become a pragmatically 
rich environment (Hinkel, 2014; Taguchi, 2008).  Through the learner’s personal 
observations and journaling, and using cross-cultural analysis of home culture and target 
culture norms, learners will be able to identify speech act norms that are common in their 
L1 and compare and contrast them to L2 norms.  Once students are acquainted with 
speech act norms and can identify and discuss them, they can use the classroom 
environment to codify their own use of speech acts and navigate the most appropriate 
ways to perform speech acts in the L2 with classmates and teachers (ChavarrIa & 
Bonany, 2006; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Lazaraton, 2014).  Finally, creating interactions 
through the use of teacher-assisted discussion, group discussion, role-plays, and pair 
work that involves task-based activities, pragmatic development will begin to occur 
organically in the classroom (ChavarrIa & Bonany, 2006; Duff, 2014; Illes & Akcan, 
2017; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010).  By creating a pragmatically rich classroom experience, 
learners can become competent users of English at the pragmatic level.  This knowledge 
and skill will better prepare them when opportunities arise where they might need to 
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speak with other ELF users outside of the classroom (e.g. on the job, when traveling, on 
social media). 
    Directly teaching pragmatics in the classroom, whether ESL or EFL, is an emerging 
movement that developed as a result of research in interlanguage pragmatics (Ishihara & 
Cohen, 2010).  Creating a curriculum that is focused on integrating instructional 
pragmatics with other teaching modalities is viewed as a valuable development toward 
improving L2 instruction.  By making pragmatic competence a necessary teaching and 
learning goal aimed at refining overall communicative competence, language programs 
can improve teaching practices and learning outcomes in language learning 
environments.  It is the intent of this curriculum development project to utilize 
instructional pragmatics to improve EFL programs and build communicative competence 
for students in the EFL teaching and learning environment.  The benefits of an EFL 
instructional pragmatics curriculum will create advantages for EFL learners inside and 
outside the classroom. 
Project Rationale 
          The intent of this capstone project is the advancement of instructional pragmatics 
as a component of interlanguage pragmatic development.  More specifically, the focus is 
on operationalizing instructional pragmatics in an EFL teaching and learning 
environment in order to enhance the pragmatic competence of adult ELs when 
performing the expressive speech act of apologizing in English.   
     The reason for this capstone project is to develop a curriculum that will target 
pragmatic competence as a teaching and learning goal in EFL classrooms.  Acquiring 
pragmatic skills in conjunction with linguistic forms is a necessary part of learning to be 
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a competent and fluent user of English, or any language.  Creating an EFL curriculum 
with lessons that focus on pragmatics related concepts, such as context and contextual 
factors, politeness theories, understanding speech acts, and performing speech act 
routines in culturally appropriate ways, will lead to more comprehensive and enlightening 
teaching and learning experiences for both teachers and students and will contribute to 
EL communicative competence overall. 
Summary 
     In this chapter I reviewed the areas of pragmatics research that lay the foundation for 
creating a curriculum based on teaching and learning pragmatics.  I have defined and 
explored basic theoretical components within the study of pragmatics, which are 
Implicature, the Co-operative Principles and Politeness Maxims; Presupposition; Deixis; 
Referencing; and most importantly for this project, Speech Act Theory.  I have outlined 
the basic elements of Speech Act Theory and explained the significance of indirect 
speech as well as contextual factors related to speech acts.  I also explained the research 
on the expressive speech act of apologizing and the routines or formulae that comprise 
the use of apologies in English.  In addition, the topics of interlanguage and interlanguage 
pragmatics were discussed in relation to the process of language acquisition and 
developing pragmatic competence.  The notion of pragmatic competence was broken 
down and explained in terms of its two complimenting parts, which are pragmalinguistic 
and sociopragmatic competence.  As a component of interlanguage pragmatics, I 
discussed the fairly new field of exploration called instructional pragmatics.  I explained 
how explicit instruction regarding speech act formulae can be used to improve the 
learning experiences for L2 learners because of the emphasis on pragmatic 
50 
 
comprehension in conjunction with linguistic development.  Finally, I described the 
standard EFL teaching and learning environment as well as the general situation for many 
EFL learners including their typical needs and motivations.  I also explained how lessons 
that are rich in materials and resources that provide explicit instruction in pragmatics can 
be just as beneficial to L2 learners as experiencing the target language in its native 
domain.  This literature review illustrated how research in pragmatics defines instruction 
in pragmatics and drives the curriculum for this project. 
     In the next chapter I will give a detailed description of the curriculum development 
project including the main purpose and goal.  I will explain the framework for the 
curriculum and lessons and describe the methodologies that will be used for instruction.  I 
will describe the EFL setting for the lessons, and I will describe the audience for this 
project which are intermediate to advanced level adult EFL learners.  I will also give an 
appraisal regarding the timeline for the curriculum with a breakdown of the individual 
lessons in terms of calendar semester and class times.  The next chapter will basically 
detail the project and a rationale for each step of the project. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Introduction 
     The intent of this capstone project is the advancement of instructional pragmatics as a 
component of interlanguage pragmatic development.  More specifically, the focus is on 
operationalizing instructional pragmatics in an EFL teaching and learning environment in 
order to enhance the pragmatic competence of adult ELs when performing the expressive 
speech act of apologizing in English.  The following question best iterates this 
undertaking: What might an instructional pragmatics curriculum for adult EFL learners 
look like?  This curriculum development project is designed as a speaking skills course 
focused on improving interlanguage pragmatic competence when producing the 
expressive speech act of apologizing in English. 
     In this chapter I describe the curriculum development project in more detail.  I give an 
overview of the project and explain the basic pedagogical framework that is used to 
devise the project.  I clarify the goal of the project and provide a referenced rationale for 
choosing this goal.  I describe the research supporting the teaching pedagogy supporting 
the curriculum units.  In addition, I describe the intended EFL setting for the project, the 
classroom environment, and the possible societal influences outside the classroom.  And I 
describe the intended audience for the project, which is adult EFL learners in non-English 
speaking environments such as their home country or any place where English is not the 
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native language.  Finally, I present a description of the course design process and explain 
how the lessons are organized and timed. 
Overview of the Project 
     This curriculum development project was designed as a speaking skills course 
consisting of several lessons for intermediate to advanced level ELs in an EFL 
environment using research-based instructional techniques focused on improving 
interlanguage pragmatic competence when producing the expressive speech act of 
apologizing in English.  This curriculum project consists of two units consisting of ten 
50-minute lessons.  The first unit is made up of seven lessons with the goal of improving 
learners’ understanding of concepts in pragmatics, including context and contextual 
factors, politeness principles, and speech acts.  The second unit consists of three lessons 
focused on understanding and performing the speech act of apologizing in English in a 
culturally appropriate way. 
     The first lesson consists of an evaluation or pre-test in the form of a discourse 
completion task (DCT) to determine learners’ familiarity with speech acts and how to 
respond in certain speech act situations.  Subsequent lessons are scaffolded to increase 
learners’ awareness of concepts in pragmatics, contextual factors that affect discourse, 
politeness principles, categories and types of speech acts, identifying speech acts in 
scripted dialogues from TV shows and movies, recognizing apologies, comparing and 
contrasting apology routines based on cultural differences, noticing apology routines in 
English, analyzing apology routines and related contextual factors, reflecting on 
pragmatic failures when making an apology in the L2, performing apologies in role plays, 
and reflecting on how to improve speaking performance when making an apology in 
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English.  In addition, an assessment was designed in the form of a role play to discover 
whether learners develop both sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic competence for 
making apologies in English.  Finally, a post-test DCT was created to help discover 
learner development in pragmatic competence as a result of the lessons.  Overall, the aim 
of this project was to create a curriculum with lessons that raise learners’ awareness of 
pragmatics and speech acts and motivate them to want to learn more about speech act 
routines and language use in context.  Raising learners’ awareness assists them in making 
more pragmatically appropriate language choices both inside and outside the classroom 
(Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003). 
Project Framework 
     The main goal of this project was to increase EFL learner understanding of concepts 
involving pragmatics, especially the appropriate use of speech acts and speech act 
routines for making apologies in English.  Targeting pragmatic competence as a teaching 
and learning goal has been overlooked in most EFL curriculums (Bardovi-Harlig & 
Mahan-Taylor, 2003; Gilmore, 2007; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Urgilés & Villacreces, 
2017).  Acquiring pragmatic skills in conjunction with linguistic forms is a necessary part 
of learning to be a competent and fluent user of English.  By creating an EFL curriculum 
that focused on pragmatic development, teaching and learning experiences are improved 
and this contributes to EL communicative competence overall (Alcon Soler, 2008; 
ChavarrIa & Bonany, 2006; Ifantidou & Tzanne, 2012).  For current EFL programs, 
including a pragmatics curriculum is beneficial as it emphasizes language use in context 
and broadens the learners’ knowledge regarding English as the target language.  This 
broader understanding will benefit learners when they use English either in an English-
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speaking environment or as a lingua franca (Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003; 
Krulatz, 2014; Neff & Rucynski Jr, 2013; Urgilés & Villacreces, 2017). 
     In order to build a curriculum for teaching and learning pragmatics, it was important 
to focus on teaching practices that encouraged both linguistic awareness and pragmatic 
understanding.  The framework used for achieving this goal involved several different 
teaching practices.  The core methods in this project were the awareness-raising 
approach, explicit instruction, cross-cultural analysis, journaling and reflection, 
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), and performance and task-based activities.  
Evaluation and assessment instruments were also used as teaching and learning tools. 
     It is necessary to use more than one instructional practice when teaching a second 
language, including pragmatics instruction, as each method facilitates different cognitive 
functions and helps the learner acquire language concepts and linguistic forms in a way 
that is relative to their normal learning style (Alcon Soler, 2008; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; 
Parrish, 2006, 2015; Taguchi, 2011).  The teaching methods used to create and build the 
framework for this instructional pragmatics curriculum project are explained in the next 
section. 
Teaching Methodologies 
     Awareness raising is activated in the lessons by the use of videos and video transcripts 
that consist of politeness behaviors and dialogue samples with speech act content.  In the 
dialogue videos, with guidance from the teacher, learners view the videos and read the 
transcripts in order to notice the routines and word phrases that the speakers use during 
discourse.  The learners also become aware of the context or situation related to the 
speech act and surmise the contextual factors that influence the speech act sequences 
55 
 
(ChavarrIa & Bonany, 2006; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Kondo, 2010; Martinez-Flor & 
Beltran-Palanques, 2014).  There is also a video that does not have any dialogue, but 
demonstrates through actions different types of behaviors and politeness norms.  Both 
types of videos are used for eliciting discussion about social rules and cultural norms 
which are an important part of pragmatic competence (Hinkel, 2014). 
     For each lesson, through the use of explicit and/or deductive instruction, the teacher 
illustrated the concepts of pragmatics, contextual factors, politeness principles, speech act 
categories and types of speech acts, apology routines or conventional apology phrases.  
One goal of the instruction was to accentuate the linguistic forms most commonly used to 
perform apology routines.  The teacher explained the five universal routines for making 
apologies (see Chapter Two) and the conventional linguistic forms that are used in 
English to enact these routines.  Once learners are familiar with these concepts through 
explicit instruction, they analyze examples of real or realistic apologies and deduce which 
routines fit the description offered by the teacher.  Explicit instruction creates more 
noticing and awareness and leads students to understand speech act routines more 
thoroughly (Bardovi-Harlig & Vellenga, 2012; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Martinez-Flor & 
Beltran-Palanques, 2014). 
     For students in the EFL environment, comparing and contrasting elements of their L1 
to English as their L2 might simply mean translating words and phrases from the L1 to 
the L2.  It may not be as common to compare and contrast the sociocultural norms 
associated with each language.  For learning pragmatics and speech acts, cross-cultural 
analysis is incorporated into the classroom lessons by having students compare the norms 
for apologizing in their home language to English speaking norms (Kondo, 2010; 
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Limberg, 2015).  By finding the differences between how the two languages are used, 
learners learn through association and identification.  They also realize their own 
subjective views about the nature of their L1 versus English so they can choose how to 
respond in English based on their subjective view and identity.  This approach in the EFL 
classroom also encourages social relevancy and respect in regards to the students’ home 
language and culture (Ishihara, 2006, 2010; LoCastro, 2013; Taguchi, 2011).  
     Through the use of observation and journaling, EFL learners act as sociocultural 
ethnographers and record observations about speech acts, particularly making apologies, 
in their L1 and English.  They reflect on what they observe and draw relative conclusions 
about the nature of speech act routines.  And through the process of journaling they 
improve their writing skills (Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Krulatz, 2014).   
     In language teaching and learning, CLT has developed into an effective practice for 
increasing L2 fluency (Savignon, 1991; Savignon & Wang, 2003).  The CLT approach is 
highly regarded, yet, in the traditional EFL setting it is not always accepted; however, it 
is gaining more acceptance today as both teachers and learners grow more accustomed to 
this more liberal teaching style (Asassfeh, Khwaileh, Al-Shaboul, & Alshboul, 2012; 
Savignon & Wang, 2003).  The CLT curricula consists of five components: language arts, 
language for a purpose, personal language use, theatre arts, and beyond the classroom 
(Savignon, 1987).  The idea is to use these different components to create lessons that 
promote communicative competence in the classroom and outside the classroom.  A 
curriculum that targets pragmatic development in an EFL setting also requires the use of 
all five components.  For example, language for a purpose means operationalizing 
functional language and language in context; personal language use entails student-
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teacher and student-student discussions in the classroom; and language beyond the 
classroom consists of real world observations and interactions or field trips whenever 
possible.  It is also advantageous to use language arts and theater arts during the lessons 
because by becoming familiar with literary works and theater, including storybooks, 
poems, plays, films and television shows in English, learners observe language use within 
meaningful contexts which will further their knowledge about English usage (Savignon, 
1987, 1991).  By using the CLT approach in the lessons on pragmatics, more teaching 
options were utilized to make the lessons more communicative and meaningful. 
    Performance and task-based activities go with the CLT approach to language teaching 
and learning.  Activities such as role-plays, group discussions using prompts, mingle 
activities that use a question/answer format, games, and problem-solving tasks such as a 
transcribing and gap-fill activities are used to enhance instruction while encouraging 
classroom interaction and communication in English, which means more L2 input and 
output (Ellis, 2000, 2014). 
     Initial evaluation and final assessment are valuable teaching and learning tools in the 
EFL setting as long as they are authentic, valid and reliable.  According to Ishihara & 
Cohen, there are four reasons for assessing pragmatics in the classroom. 
1. Classroom assessment of pragmatics sends a message to the students that their 
ability to be pragmatically appropriate in the comprehension and production of 
language in different sociocultural situations is valued or even advantageous. 
2. The very act of putting such items on a test gives the students an incentive to 
study L2 pragmatics. 
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3. Assessment gives teachers an opportunity to see the relative control their students 
have in what may at times be a high-stakes area for L2 performance (e.g., getting 
or holding a job). 
4. It gives teachers an opportunity to check on whether learners have learned what 
they explicitly taught them (2010, p. 264). 
In pragmatics, testing is accomplished through the use of DCTs, questionnaires, role 
plays or interviews.  These types of assessments are commonly used in the research on 
interlanguage pragmatics and have been validated by a number of studies (Roever, 2011; 
Taguchi, 2018; Youn, 2015).  Using models from the research is a helpful way to assess 
learners in an EFL classroom that is focused on developing pragmatic competence.  
These assessment techniques were applied throughout the lessons in this project. 
     The instructional methods described above were employed in this pragmatics 
curriculum with the intention of creating lessons that are insightful, interactive, and 
meaningful to students. Hopefully, by illustrating and demonstrating concepts in 
pragmatics and apology routines in English that are appropriate according to English 
language norms, students will garner the importance of pragmatics in language learning, 
and develop an appreciation for pragmatic competence as a factor of overall 
communicative competence.  Ultimately, it is the intention of this project to provide 
pragmatics instruction that motivates and inspires students to become more proficient 
users of English as a result of deeper-level pragmatic understanding.   
     In the next section I will discuss the educational setting for this instructional 
pragmatics curriculum development project.  The following discussion is a continuation 
of the description of the EFL environment mentioned in the literature review chapter. 
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The EFL Setting for Instruction in Pragmatics 
     Because I am not currently teaching in an EFL setting, I rely on my past experience as 
an EFL teacher in South Korea and China to describe the setting.  Based on my 
experience, the EFL setting for this curriculum development project is best taught starting 
at the intermediate level with teenaged or adult students who are in high school or more 
advanced studies.  For example, the setting could be a three year high school, a two year 
technical college, a four year university, or a supplementary language center for teen and 
adult learners.  The lessons would be taught in a classroom that accommodates no more 
than 30 students.  The classroom would have up-to-date audio-visual equipment and 
internet access capable of projecting videos on an overhead system.  The room would 
have a blackboard or whiteboard to be used for writing out instructions, illustrating 
examples, showing diagrams, and so on.  The blackboard/whiteboard could also be used 
by the students when giving demonstrations, presentations, or sharing answers to 
questions and prompts.  Ideally, the classroom desks or tables would be arranged in 
groupings so as to promote the formation of pairs or small student groups in order to 
encourage interaction between students.  The teacher’s desk would be near the back of 
the classroom or off to the side with the student desks or tables situated toward the front 
of the room with easy access to the blackboard, AV equipment, or podium.  The 
classroom for this setting would be conducive to presentation work and interaction 
among students and with the teacher. 
    The teaching and learning program that this curriculum supports could be any number 
of programs.  For example, it could be an international high school with English as the 
main language, an EFL program within a college or university campus, a translation or 
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interpretation study program at a university, an English language training center geared 
toward working adults, or an EFL teacher professional development program.  Whatever 
the actual English language program or physical setting, ideally, the units and lessons 
would be focused on pragmatics and speech acts and be part of a semester long speaking 
skills course.  It is also possible for the course to be a content-based course that includes 
some lessons in pragmatics.  Whether it is an entire semester long course in pragmatics or 
a content-based course with some lessons focused on pragmatics, the purpose would be to 
introduce a number of speech acts and illustrate standard speech act routines, while 
relating them to the contextual factors that influence speech acts and meaning.  In the 
name of expedience, for this project the focus is on general pragmatic concepts and the 
speech act of apologizing, although the semester long course would involve teaching and 
learning many different speech acts. 
     An EFL setting for teaching and learning English comprises multiple scenarios and 
each one can function differently based on the region, country, city, or campus where the 
instructional pragmatics course is being taught.  It is my experience that the possible 
setting I described above would be conducive to teaching and learning pragmatics and 
speech acts to EFL learners in a semester long course. 
     Along with the setting it is important to consider the audience for this curriculum.  
Next, I will describe the typical EFL student who may be interested in taking a course in 
pragmatics in order to learn speech acts and improve pragmatic understanding in English. 
The EFL Learner as Audience for Instruction in Pragmatics 
     Over the course of six years of teaching English in South Korea and China, I was 
fortunate to experience teaching a variety of students in several different settings.  My 
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first job was teaching young children between the ages of five and 16 in an after-school 
program in a small city on the east coast of South Korea.  My lack of teaching experience 
left me unprepared for these lively and adorable youngsters; however, it was a great 
introduction into the world of EFL teaching and learning.  Because of extenuating 
circumstances related to the management of the school, I moved from that position to a 
“visiting instructor” position at a relatively small, private university north of Seoul.  The 
students were almost all first year college students who were majoring in a variety of 
subjects.  The single course that I taught for 15-20 hours a week was basic English 
conversation for students of any major.  It was a compulsory course for all students in 
their first year at the school.  Most of the learners were low to intermediate level speakers 
of English, although many of them were “false beginners,” meaning they could read in 
English better than they could speak, listen, or write.  After teaching at the school for two 
years, I found that there were many false beginners in my classes.  And, after teaching in 
China for three and half years, I noticed the same phenomenon happening with my 
students there.  It seemed that students were fairly comfortable reading, or even listening, 
in English, but lacked experience with the productive skills of speaking and writing.  
Through readings and conversations with colleagues I learned that this phenomenon did 
not go unnoticed by language researchers and policy makers in both countries, and that 
was often the reason for bringing NSs of English into their English language programs.  
The intended goal for including NSs of English into the school setting was to assist 
students in gaining more first-hand experience with fluent speakers and begin regular 
usage of English.  This background story illustrates a common scenario in teaching and 
learning English as a foreign language.  Many students of English in non-English 
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speaking countries who are literate in their first language often have access to reading and 
listening materials in English, but do not have interactional experience.  Consequently, 
they have a difficult time developing their productive skills.  It is with these difficulties in 
mind that this curriculum development project is drawn up. 
     Based on my experience and observations, the students most likely to take a course in 
pragmatics and speech acts would be intermediate to advanced level speakers of English 
as a foreign language who are studying English in a traditional school setting such as a 
college or university.  Another possibility would be an international high school program 
for local EFL students.  This course might also be desired amongst working adults 
learning English in a supplemental language program with classes held in the evenings or 
on weekends.  English teachers who are NNS of English might also find a course in 
pragmatics and speech acts useful as part of their ongoing teacher development plan. 
    The most probable group of students would be literate in their L1 and will have been 
studying English as a foreign language for more than a few years.  These students would 
have a good grasp of linguistic concepts such as grammar (e.g. verbs, nouns, adjectives, 
etc.) and sentence structure (subject-verb-object), and an intermediate or higher level 
vocabulary range.  Students at this level would be able to understand explicit instructions 
concerning pragmatics and speech act routines as well as contextual factors effecting 
discourse.  They would also be able to discuss cross-cultural considerations when 
examining speech acts in their L1 and English.  Students in this type of pragmatics course 
would be motivated to improve their productive skills in English, particularly their 
speaking skills.  Hence, the selling point of the course for these students would be its 
emphasis on understanding language in context and speech act routines as a way of 
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improving speaking and interaction in English.  For this curriculum development project, 
the ideal student would be an experienced learner of English who is motivated to further 
develop their speaking skills, and is open to discussing and examining language and its 
relationship to context and culture. 
     Now that the setting and typical EFL learner has been discussed, it is time to look at a 
brief description of the project design and the timeframe needed to teach this curriculum. 
Project Description, Course Design, and Timeline for Units/Lessons 
     This curriculum project is comprised of two units within a larger semester long course 
(see Appendix B for sample of course syllabus).  Each unit consists of a series of 50-
minute lessons taught three times per week over the course of approximately three to four 
weeks (e.g. 9:00-9:50 am, Monday-Wednesday-Friday).  The content of the first unit 
focuses on general concepts related to pragmatics such as the definition of pragmatics, 
contextual factors related to discourse situations, politeness principles, and categories and 
types of speech acts.  The second unit is focuses on the speech act of apologizing and the 
routines and conventions associated with apologizing in English.  Both units focus on the 
use of language as it relates to pragmatics, speech acts, and contextualized discourse 
situations. 
     The course development process for designing these units on pragmatics and the 
speech act of apologizing consisted of six interrelated and interchangeable phases 
(Graves, 2000). 
1. The first phase was to evaluate the students’ skill levels and determine their 
familiarity with pragmatics and speech acts in English; however, because this 
project will not have actual student participants, the students’ levels were based 
64 
 
on the description provided above in the previous section of this chapter. 
Normally, with actual participants, the initial evaluation is done through the use of 
a DCT and/or questionnaire at the outset of the course.  The purpose of this phase 
is to help the teacher better prepare the lessons and keep the materials accessible 
according to the students’ current skill levels.  This phase of the process will also 
help access student prior knowledge and schema by asking them to think about 
what they currently know and understand about pragmatics, contextual factors, 
speech acts, and apologies. 
2. The second phase in this curriculum design process was to formulate the main 
goals of the entire curriculum, along with the goals for each unit and the 
objectives for each lesson.  The unit and lesson goals reflect the main curriculum 
goals.  The main goals for the overall curriculum are that students will understand 
the concept of pragmatics and will reflect on how pragmatic competence is an 
important aspect of second language learning; students will understand the 
concepts of speech acts and speech act routines; students will identify and analyze 
contextual factors that affect word meaning and influence speech acts; students 
will be able to identify and perform speech act routines in ways that are viewed as 
socially and culturally appropriate based on discourse situations and related 
context. 
3. The third phase in this process was conceptualizing content as per each lesson.  
During this phase the lessons were planned and laid out.  The necessary content 
for each lesson was established according to complexity and the need to scaffold 
the learning.  For the first unit, it was established that the content would be 
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concepts in pragmatics, including contextual factors affecting discourse situations, 
politeness principles, and categorizing examples of different types of speech acts.  
The second unit focuses on the speech act of apologizing, including strategies, 
routines, and conventional phrases.  The activities and student tasks were 
formulated based on the content, goals and objectives, and the need to scaffold the 
learning according to complexity and new material. 
4. The fourth phase was to develop the materials needed to enhance each lesson.  
The materials were based on the activities and student tasks that were 
operationalized for each lesson.  The intent of the materials was to support the 
activities and tasks while meeting the objectives of each lesson. 
5. The fifth phase was to organize the units and lessons so as to scaffold the learning 
by introducing the easier concepts and materials first, followed by the more 
complex and difficult modules later in each unit. 
6. The sixth phase of the curriculum design process was designing an assessment 
plan that would be valid and reliable and based on the content and materials that 
were provided to the students during the lessons.  Assessment allows the teacher 
to discern how much actual learning and comprehension is taking place in the 
classroom and which students might be in need of more assistance.  Assessments 
occurred throughout each unit and were in multiple forms, including a final 
assessment, or post-test, at the end of the course.  As in the beginning of the 
course, the post-test was added to evaluate student development in terms of 
understanding pragmatic speech acts routines in English.  This assessment was in 
the form of a DCT and was exactly the same as the pre-test.  By using the same 
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test, the teacher gauges how much change or improvement in understanding 
happens for each student.  In addition, at the end of the unit on apologizing, there 
is a role play activity used to assess the students understanding and use of apology 
routines.  A rubric was created for the purpose of evaluating the role plays.  The 
language competencies that were evaluated and listed on the rubric were Fluency, 
Accuracy, and Appropriateness. 
     The six phases for creating these units on pragmatics and speech acts and making 
apologies was intended to be flexible and holistic and did not have to be linear.  This 
means that each phase was returned to and reexamined as necessary according to student 
needs and time constraints (Graves, 2000). 
     For this unit, there was a lesson design template (see Appendix A) that was utilized 
for each lesson and included the main learning goals and what the students were expected 
to understand.  The template also outlined the lesson objectives that could reasonably be 
achieved in each lesson and related to the main unit goal.  It also included the lesson 
content and prompts for promoting student thinking about the content.  There was also a 
description of the assessments during each lesson in the form of exams, tasks, or 
questionnaires.  It also included space for teacher evaluations of student comprehension 
by way of observation and class notes.  Finally, the design template listed the learning 
activities and student tasks along with the estimated time it would take to accomplish 
each activity or task.  The lesson design template was designed as the basis for creating, 
setting up, and implementing the lessons for these units.  In tune with the course design 
process, the lesson template was structured, yet, adjustable according to changes in 
student needs and any time constraints. 
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Summary 
     In this chapter I described the project in more detail by describing its basic 
pedagogical framework and the teaching methods that were utilized in each curriculum 
unit.  I described the EFL setting as I experienced it working as an EFL teacher and 
related it to the setting intended for this curriculum.  I also defined and described the 
typical EFL student that I feel would be the most likely to take a course in pragmatics and 
speech acts.  I also gave a description of what the pragmatics course and units were like, 
as well as a description of the course design process and the lesson design template that 
was used to structure and create the lessons for the unit.  The timeline needed for 
teaching the curriculum units on pragmatics, speech acts, and apologies was also 
described.  In this chapter, in response to my original topic question, I have elucidated 
what a curriculum unit in instructional pragmatics for teaching and learning the speech 
act of apologizing in English would look like in an EFL environment. 
     In the next chapter, I will reflect critically about the process of creating this 
curriculum development project intended to enhance awareness about pragmatics and 
speech acts in the EFL setting.  I will discuss possible implications for developing similar 
curriculums for EFL teaching and learning.  I will also discuss the literature that was the 
most valuable toward creating this project.  Finally, I will discuss some of the limitations 
of this project and how future projects can be improved. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
CRITICAL REFLECTION 
 
Introduction 
     The intent of this capstone project is the advancement of instructional pragmatics as a 
component of interlanguage pragmatic development.  More specifically, the focus is on 
operationalizing instructional pragmatics in an EFL teaching and learning environment in 
order to enhance the pragmatic competence of adult ELs when performing the expressive 
speech act of apologizing in English.  The following question best iterates this 
undertaking: What might an instructional pragmatics curriculum for adult EFL learners 
look like?  This curriculum development project was designed as a speaking skills course 
consisting of several lessons for intermediate to advanced level ELs in an EFL 
environment using research-based instructional techniques focused on improving 
interlanguage pragmatic competence when producing the expressive speech act of 
apologizing in English. 
     In this chapter I will reflect on what I have learned as a researcher, writer, and teacher, 
and learner in the process of creating this capstone project intended to advance 
instructional pragmatics for EFL teaching and learning programs.  I will also discuss the 
literature that had the most impact on my work and was the most useful in designing my 
project.  I will then discuss possible implications for this work, including any policy 
implications in applying this project to EFL programs.  In addition, I will examine the 
limitations of this project.  I will also consider any similar future projects that would be 
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worthwhile pursuing in the area of instructional pragmatics and EFL, and I will offer 
some recommendations for creating related projects.  And I will consider possible ways 
of communicating about this project to stakeholders who might be interested in this type 
of project such as EFL program administrators and other EFL teachers.  Finally, I will 
explain how this project is a benefit to English language teaching in English learners. 
What I Have Learned 
     The first thing that I learned as a result of researching this topic and creating this 
project is the cumulative research that is available but not sufficiently utilized in English 
language programs, textbooks, and curriculums, and lessons.  Research in pragmatics, 
interlanguage pragmatics, and instructional pragmatics has been ongoing for over 
decades and the results of the studies show that it is possible and beneficial to teach 
pragmatics, explicitly or implicitly, in much the same way that we teach grammar, 
vocabulary and pronunciation.  However, the movement to implement pragmatics lessons 
in the classroom is happening at a snail’s pace or not at all.  From a research perspective 
the concepts of pragmatics and speech acts is very well known; however, from a strictly 
teaching and learning perspective, there is very little implementation of the methods 
recommended by the research.  As an EFL teacher researcher, the opportunity to 
implement pragmatics in the classroom is open and inviting; however, it would require 
finding a program that would be willing to allow integrating pragmatics into the 
curriculum or syllabus already in place.   
     Through the creation of this capstone project, I have also learned that creating a core 
curriculum around pragmatics concepts and speech acts is a doable endeavor and that it 
could be expanded and operationalized in many different contexts such as colleges, 
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universities, private language programs, even EFL high school programs.  By devising 
units and lessons on pragmatics and speech acts, I could see from the outcome of this 
project that the endeavor is realistic in scope and does not necessitate any hard to acquire 
or manage teaching materials.  The materials needed fall in line with normal teaching 
materials but with a slightly less than usual approach to using them.  From this vantage 
point, I think this approach to teaching English would be refreshing and interesting for 
any intermediate to advanced EL in any English language learning environment. 
     As far as my more personal learning experience during this process, I have learned 
that I can be a curriculum developer and that developing a curriculum that is 
comprehensive and research-based is worth the effort and time preparing. I feel this 
process of creating a curriculum development project that aligns with my beliefs as a 
teacher has helped me become more confident as a designer of curriculums in general.  I 
used to think that curriculum design and lesson preparation were “not my forte;” 
however, creating this project has helped me build confidence in my ability to be an 
effective and thoughtful developer and planner. 
     Also, during this process, I have come to appreciate more my abilities as a writer.  
Although the writing process felt very demanding at times, I also feel it is a struggle that 
is worth the effort and has valuable implications for my future endeavors as a researcher, 
teacher, and person with ideas and interests.  I feel more confident to use the writing 
skills I have developed and apply them to other projects that might be fitting in terms of 
career and personal growth. 
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     Finally, through this process of research and development in language teaching and 
learning, I have learned that I have something to contribute to the field and that my 
contributions are worthwhile and could be utilized in my next phase as an EFL teacher. 
The Literature Review 
     For this project I did considerable reading about pragmatics and contextual factors that 
affect discourse; speech acts and how speech acts are categorized, analyzed, and 
compared across languages; interlanguage pragmatics and how pragmatic competence is 
acquired; and instructional pragmatics and what that entails when teaching and learning 
English as a second or foreign language.  All of the literature that I covered was useful in 
that it created a well-rounded point of view for my understanding, writing, and project 
development. 
   In order to learn about concepts in pragmatics and especially speech acts, there were 
many authors and resources that I came to rely on for useful and well-developed 
information (for example Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Brown & 
Levinson, 1987; CARLA, 2018; Cutting, 2008; Grice, 1969; Hinkel, 1996; Huang, 2014; 
Kasper, 2001; Kondo, 2010; LoCastro, 2013; Rose, 2005; Searle, 1976; Spencer-Oatey & 
Jiang, 2003; Taguchi, 2018; Takahashi, 2010).  These resources established for me the 
basis for my understanding of how pragmatic competence is acquired, how it is viewed 
according to language and culture, and why it should be taught in EFL programs. 
     The most useful research for the process of creating my curriculum and lessons was 
the information on instructional pragmatics and explicitly teaching speech acts.  The 
resource that I found most useful for this was the book by Ishihara & Cohen (2010) that 
laid out detailed explanations and examples of how lessons in pragmatics could be 
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implemented.  The research information in this particular book was neatly 
compartmentalized and was easy to use as a reference guide during my curriculum 
development process.  The authors also discussed how teacher knowledge, beliefs, and 
practice, as well as student subjectivity can sometimes negatively impact the teaching and 
learning of pragmatics and suggested ways that these obstacles can be dealt with.  
Although I was not able to apply all that I learned about instruction for pragmatics from 
this book and other similar resources (for example Alcon Soler, 2008; Asassfeh, 
Khwaileh, Al-Shaboul, & Alshboul, 2012; Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003; 
Hinkel, 2014; Krulatz, 2014; Limberg, 2015; LoCastro, 2013; Martinez-Flor & Beltran-
Palanques, 2014; Martinez-Flor, 2016; Roever, 2011; Taguchi, 2015; Takahashi, 2010) 
into the design of my curriculum, there were many useful ideas, tools, and suggestions 
that helped me through the curriculum development process. 
     The research materials that I studied regarding task-based learning and communicative 
language teaching were also very useful in helping me design my curriculum project 
because they provided an array of options to choose from in order to accommodate the 
skill level of the learners (for example Celce-Murcia, 2014; ChavarrIa & Bonany, 2006; 
Duff, 2014; Ellis, 2000, 2014; Gilmore, 2007; Hinkel, 2006; Lazaraton, 2014; Neff & 
Rucynski Jr, 2013; Parrish, 2006).  By combining pragmatics research and instructional 
pragmatics approaches with task-based learning and CLT, I was able to create a 
curriculum that can be more easily applied to programs that are already using task-based 
learning and CLT in their curriculums. 
     Learning about pragmatics and how to teach it to English learners was an adventure in 
finding research, resources, and materials.  The resources and materials I encountered 
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were expansive, yet, focused while being novel, yet, reliable and predictable.  The major 
studies that I relied on were insightful and added something new to my learning as well 
as my teaching repertoire.  All of the resources and materials that I encountered 
contributed something useful to my understanding of EL teaching and learning of 
pragmatics and speech acts. 
Implications for Research and Project 
     The biggest implication for this curriculum development project that involves teaching 
and learning pragmatics and speech acts is that it requires expanding traditional EFL 
curriculums to include a level of linguistics that is not ordinarily taught in an explicit way 
in EFL classrooms.  This involves adjusting curriculums that usually focus on 
pronunciation (phonology and phonetics), vocabulary (morphology and semantics), and 
grammar (syntax) to include more detailed instruction about language use in context 
(pragmatics).  In order for regular EFL programs to allow pragmatics instruction, it might 
mean a change in policy regarding what standard EFL instruction looks like.  It is my 
hope that EFL program administrators around the world take a deeper look at pragmatics 
as an instructional topic.  I think that they will find that it is a level of language 
competence that is just as important as the other well-established competencies which 
will motivate them to design, implement, and utilize new curriculums.  With just a slight 
increase in insight and awareness, program administrators will see how pragmatic 
competence is also a necessity that requires focus in the classroom.  I believe as more 
efforts to introduce pragmatics into EFL language programs persist, it will become a 
more mainstream approach and instruction in pragmatics will develop and improve as its 
use is increased. 
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Limitations of this Curriculum Project 
     I think the first limitation of this curriculum project focused on pragmatics and speech 
acts for EFL learners is that it is geared toward adult intermediate to advanced level 
learners.  Based on the explicit instructions regarding pragmatics and speech acts that I 
created as part of the lessons for this project, I feel it would best be taught to more 
advanced learners and not early learners or beginning level learners.  I think it would be 
valuable to teach pragmatics to young learners and beginning learners; however, it would 
mean taking a different approach in terms of how the teacher instruction time would be 
implemented.  Personally, I am not as familiar with teaching young and beginning level 
English learners, but I believe assuredly that someone with that experience could devise 
an instructional pragmatics curriculum that would benefit them.  I think part of the 
solution to this limitation would be to offer the current instructional pragmatics 
curriculum as a teacher development course to experienced EFL English teachers who 
work with young and beginning level learners.  A teacher development course with a 
focus on pragmatics instruction will help them create a curriculum for their students that 
would be age and level appropriate.  Since my project is geared toward intermediate to 
advanced level learners, offering this course to EFL teachers of English as a development 
plan would help bring this subject matter and approach to more learners by virtue of 
exposing more teacher learners to the concepts of pragmatics, especially contextual 
factors, politeness principles, and speech act routines.  This exposure would narrow the 
limitations of this type of curriculum project and broaden the audience. 
     Another limitation of this curriculum project is that it is geared toward the EFL 
environment only.  Although it could be adjusted to fit an ESL teaching and learning 
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environment, it would be necessary to fit it according to individual ESL programs and the 
learners in those programs.  The general learning environment for ESL has different 
needs and students usually have different goals and motivations compared to EFL 
learners.  I believe presenting a curriculum that is focused on pragmatics and speech acts 
would be beneficial for all ESL learners; however, the approach would have to be attuned 
to meet their needs, preferences, and interests. 
     The limitations of this project are related to learner skill levels and program needs; 
however, as in any teaching and learning situation, curriculums with specific content and 
approaches that are useful for acquiring English can be adjusted to adequately fit all 
learners needs and all program environments.  I think this curriculum project could also 
be fairly easily adjusted for different learners and programs. 
Future Projects and Recommendations 
     In the future I envision similar curriculums that endeavor to advance instructional 
pragmatics in order to advance learners’ interlanguage pragmatic development.  Similar 
future projects would include more examples of types of speech acts, demonstrate more 
speech act routines, offer comprehensive examples of conventional phrases for speech act 
performance, and show additional examples of realistic speech act situations, including 
corpus-based real-life examples from English language corpus data.  Future projects 
could also focus on improving evaluation and assessment tools for rating pragmatic 
knowledge and competence.  It is my recommendation that instructional pragmatics 
curriculums in the future rely on ongoing and up-to-date research in pragmatics concepts 
such as implicature and indirect speech, sociocultural norms and contextual factors, 
politeness principles, speech act routines, and conventional phrases used to perform 
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speech acts.  Relying on research in these areas will be beneficial to creating well-
rounded curriculums and lessons for instructional pragmatics. 
    In order to increase the number of instructional pragmatics curriculums in language 
learning environments, it is necessary to reach out to the people who have the largest 
stake in improving English language teaching and learning programs.  These people 
would be program administrators, language teachers, and language learners.  One way of 
communicating the idea of teaching pragmatics as a core concept in language learning 
would be to publish articles related to the topic.  However, that might not reach the 
biggest audience since peer-reviewed articles are read mainly by other researchers.  In 
order to reach more administrators, teachers, and students, it might be necessary for 
current teachers to develop understanding about pragmatics through ongoing training.  
These teachers can then introduce pragmatics concepts gradually into their lessons.  This 
approach will help “test the waters” and provide insight into how well instruction in 
pragmatics fits into standard language programs as they exist today.  In order to get 
teachers to attend training sessions on instructional pragmatics, it might be necessary to 
submit proposals to TESOL related organizations and, hopefully, create the opportunity 
to train teachers on approaches to teaching pragmatics.  Becoming a teacher trainer in 
instructional pragmatics is one option for advancing this topic and helping it become 
more mainstream.  Communicating about instructional pragmatics and encouraging the 
use of this approach through writings and trainings may lead language teachers to having 
a greater appreciation of pragmatic competence as a core language skill.  Hopefully, 
communicating this need will lead to more programs that incorporate pragmatics into 
their curriculum. 
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Benefits to English Language Learning 
     The current project benefits the field of English language teaching and learning 
because it introduces learners to new ways of thinking about discourse and the factors 
that influence everyday discourse in their L2.  This type of curriculum exposes ELs to 
new ideas about why conversations in English can be so demanding or confusing.  They 
will learn that it is not just their linguistic ability, or inability, that determines their 
overall competence.  They will realize that there are other levels of language that are at 
play when they are interacting with others and using English as their second or other 
language.  Language use in context, contextual factors that affect meaning, social rules 
and cultural norms, politeness principles, speech act categories and types of speech acts, 
and conventional speech act routines are all areas of understanding that, when 
implemented in an appropriate, student-oriented way, can assist language learners in 
developing the knowledge and awareness they need to further their language 
development.  Instructional pragmatics and the approaches it endorses can assist students 
in acquiring language skills beyond literal word meaning and sentence structure.  
Instructional pragmatics gives them a framework for studying some of the more complex 
attributes of language and leads them to acquire language in a more comprehensive and 
comprehensible way. 
Summary 
     In this chapter I discussed what I learned as a researcher, writer, teacher and learner.  I 
took another look at the literature that I researched in order to develop this capstone 
project and mentioned the resources that had the biggest impact on the process of 
completing this project.  I also explained the implications that this curriculum project has 
78 
 
on EFL programs and how it would mean expanding those programs to include 
instructional pragmatics lessons.  I also discussed the limitations of this curriculum 
development project and how these limitations can be corrected.  I also looked at how 
future projects could be expanded and developed in order to increase knowledge about 
pragmatics and instructional pragmatics approaches.  I also included some ideas on how 
this type of project could be promoted within the field of English language teaching and 
learning.  Finally, I explained how this curriculum development project for advancing 
instructional pragmatics benefits teaching and learning English. 
    Through this entire process of researching, reading, writing, planning, and creating, I 
have come to appreciate the areas of study that I chose to focus on which are pragmatics 
in general and teaching by way of instructional pragmatics.  I have also realized that by 
focusing on a topic that is meaningful to me and beneficial to others, I am doing my small 
part to improve the field of English language teaching and learning.  This realization 
encourages me to expand on what I have learned and continue to improve myself as a 
researcher, writer, and teacher.  It is my goal to implement the knowledge and experience 
that I have acquired throughout this process in my future classrooms in a way that is 
useful, meaningful, productive, enlightening, and inspiring for my students. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Sample of lesson design template 
Course Title: Understanding Pragmatics and Speech Acts in English 
Unit Goals: 
 
 
 
 
 
Lesson Objectives:  
 
 
 
 
 
Lesson Content:  
 
 
 
 
 
Activities/Tasks:  
 
 
 
 
 
Assessment:  
 
 
 
 
Teacher observations/notes:  
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APPENDIX B 
 
Course Syllabus 
Course Number: English 111  
Course Title: Pragmatics and Speech Acts in English 
Course Dates: September 3-December 21, 2018  
Course Time: Monday-Wednesday-Friday, 9:00-9:50 am 
 
Instructor: Bridget Borer 
Phone: 0123-4567-8999 
Email: borer@EFLuniversity.edu 
Office: English Studies Building, Room 222 
Office Hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday, 13:00-14:00 
 
Course Description: Pragmatics is the study of language use in context.  The context is 
the place, the time, the situation, and the people who are using the language. Becoming a 
fluent speaker of English as a foreign language requires knowing how to use language 
forms (words, phrases, sentences) as well as understanding the social and cultural norms 
of English-speaking countries (the UK, the USA, Canada, Australia). 
 
Speech acts are expressions (spoken or written) that are related to an action or behavior. 
There are many different types of speech acts.  For example, saying Hello to someone is 
the speech act of greeting, saying Thank you is the speech act of showing gratitude, 
saying Goodbye is the speech act of saying farewell, and saying I’m sorry is the speech 
act of apologizing. 
 
In this course you will study pragmatics, social and cultural context, politeness, and many 
different types of speech acts in relation to English-speaking societies and cultures. 
 
Course Content and Goals: In this class you will observe and review many different 
types of speech acts and learn the true meaning of a speech act based on the context, the 
people, and the culture.  You will learn about the social rules and cultural norms of 
English-speaking countries and how to perform speech acts based on those norms.  You 
will think and discuss about speech acts in your language and culture and compare them 
to English.  You will perform speech acts in English during class and practice socially 
and culturally appropriate language forms when using speech acts in conversation in 
English.  You will be assessed on your understanding of pragmatics and speech act 
behavior in English. 
 
Assignments: 
Pragmatics and Speech Acts Journal – 25 points 
Role Play dialogue – 15 points 
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Transcription and analysis of video – 10 points 
Midterm Exam – 25 points 
Final Exam – 25 points  
 
Schedule: 
Unit Content Goals 
Unit 1 -Pre-test/DCT 
-Pragmatics 
-Contextual factors 
-Politeness 
-Speech act groups 
-Types of speech acts 
-Understand basic concepts of Pragmatics 
-Understand contextual factors 
-Understand politeness concepts 
-Understand different groups and types of 
speech acts 
-Identify different speech acts 
Unit 2 Greetings Understand and use expressions and 
routines for greeting others in English. 
Unit 3 Farewells Understand and use expressions and 
routines for ending conversations and 
saying goodbye in English. 
Unit 4 Thanks Understand and use expressions and 
routines for showing gratitude/thanking in 
English. 
Unit 5 Invitations Understand and use expressions and 
routines for offering invitations in 
English. 
Unit 6 Requests Understand and use expressions and 
routines for making requests in English. 
Unit 7 Refusals Understand and use expressions and 
routines for refusing requests in English. 
Unit 8 Apologies Understand and use expressions and 
routines for making apologies in English. 
Unit 9 Compliments Understand and use expressions and 
routines for giving compliments in 
English. 
Unit 10 Compliment Responses Understand and use expressions and 
routines for responding to compliments in 
English. 
Unit 11 Complaints Understand and use expressions and 
routines for making complaints in 
English. 
Unit 12 Advice Understand and use expressions and 
routines for giving advice in English. 
Review Final Exams Post-test/DCT 
 
